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THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,009. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MortTGAGF, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE, TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, w.c. 4 cITY OFFICE : 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 


To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 7 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 














FUNDS eS RY gp - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - : : - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - : £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar te this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrrnovr Prorits. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age Premium Age | Premium 


| 20 | 417 8%, 


Age | Premium 


40 | £2 10°, 


30 £1 16 %, 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


| Duration | 10yrs. | 20yrs. | 30yrs. | 40yrs, 
Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 _ 








Next Bonus as at 3let December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere a correspondences which has passed 
between a firm of London solicitors and the Lani Rogistry 
Office, from which it appears that the officials decline to give a 
receipt for deeds lodged at the registry, so that the solicitor 
lodging them has nothing to prove that the deeds have been so 
lodged. It is to be hoped that a different view will ultimately 
prevail, and that the practice of the registry in this respect 
will be made to accord with that of the Patent Office and 
Somerset House, as stated by our correspondents. There ap 
to have been a singular error with regard to the land certificate 
issued to our correspondents. That document, as we all know, 
will in future be the title-deed to the property and is primd 
facie evidence of the several matters contained in it (Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, s. 80). Hence, the most minute care in its 
preparation would appear to be necessary, and we may probably 
assume will in future be bestowed upon it. 


In THE cAsE of Lowe v. Lowe, before the President of the 
Divorce Division this week, another attempt was made to induce 
the court to allow the intervention in a divorce suit of a third 
person who was alleged by the husband, in answer to his wife’s 
petition for a divorce, to have committed adultery with her, 
although the husband did not by his answer claim cross-relief 
against his wife. The President, however, while expressing his 
personal desire to see a right of intervention allowed to every- 
one whose name was introduced into a case, refused the appli- 
cation on the ground that the Legislature had limited the right 
of intervention and that he was bound by the authorities. It 
will be remembered that in the recent case of Harrop v. Harrop 
(1899, P. 61), Mr. Justice Barnes, whilst coming to a similar 
conclusion, also expressed his personal wish that the right of inter- 
vention should be extended. It is certainly a great hard- 
ship that a third party should be liable to have such 
a serious charge brought against him and yet be unable to 
intervene to protect himself. But it would seem that the 
Legislature, in specifically providing for the citation of third 
parties in certain contingencies, has either purposely or acciden- 
tally omitted to provide for such a case as this, aud that therefore 
the old ecclesiastical law still prevails, by which on an applica- 
tion to grant a — on the ground of adultery intervention 
was never allowed unless there was pecuniary interest involved. 
It was intimated in Lowe v. Lowe that the case would be taken 
to the Court of Appeal, and if it should be finally decided that 
there is no power to allow such intervention, it is quite time the 
Legislature remedied an undoubted hardship. 





Tue proposat of the Chancellor of the Exchequer to impose a 
stamp duty on foreign and colonial securities negotiated in this 
country has produced, as might be expected, a remonstrance 
from the 8 Exchange, but there seems to be in principle no 
objection either to this or to the other changes in the ae 
duties which it is intended to effect. A duty on foreign 
colonial share certificates was — under the Stam: Act, 
1891, but this was pe both on the occasion first 
delivery thereof in the United Kingdom, and also on the 
occasion of the first delivery in any subsequent year. The 
recurrent charge was found very inconvenient in practice, and 
the duty was repealed by the Customs and Inland Revenue 
Act, 1893. It is now to be re-im as a duty of 5s, 


per £100 on the nominal value of ign and colonial bonds, 
stocks, or shares, and is to be payable only on the first 
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occasion when tho security is negotiated here. It is a mere 
accident that debenture stock created under statute has hitherto 
escaped mortgage duty. In future it will have to pay 2s. 6d. 
per £100 just as if it was created by deed in the ordinary way. 
e increase in the companies capital duty is a natural attempt 
to secure for the State a larger share of the profits of company 
romoting. At present the chief share of the Government arises 
m the stamp duty payable on the sale of property to the 
company. The capital duty has not been a very large item in 
the total expenses. It is to be raised from 2s. to 5s. per £100, 
or, in the case of a company witha nominal capital of £100,000, 
from £100 to £250, This will be simply gain to the Govern- 
ment, and of course will have no effect on over-capitalization. 
The reasons for which capital is unduly inflated do not depend 
on the expenditure of an extra £100 or so. The sixpenny 
stamp on letters of allotment is the only really debateable item, 
there being a chance that it will operate unfairly against the 
small investors. But such a result is doubtful. The directors 
of a company in allotting shares will hardly calculate the num- 
+9 44 sixpenny stamps they are rendering the company liable 
to find. 





AN INTERESTING question has arisen in a case recently before 
a Divisional Court upon the effect of section 24 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73). Primd facie a person who is on 
the roll of solicitors is entitled, under section 23 of that Act, to a 
certificate from the Incorporated Law Society entitling him to 
practise, and, if the society decline to issue the certificate, then, 
under section 24, application may be made to the court, who may 
thereupon ‘‘make such order in the matter as shall be just.” 
Ordinarily the certificate is granted as a matter of course, save 
in cases where the solicitor has for a whole year after the 
expiration of his certificate neglected to renew it. Formerly a 
renewal could under such circumstances only be obtained 
under an order of the Master of the Rolls (Solicitors 
Act, 1877, Schedule II.» Part II.), but now under the 
Solicitors Act, 1888, s. 16, the society have a discretion to grant 
or refuse the application, subject to an appeal to the Master of 
the Rolls. Apart from the case of neglect, it is fairly arguable 
that upon sections 23 and 24 of the Act of 1843 a solicitor on 


“the rolls is entitled as of right to acertificate. In the case above 


referred to a solicitor had in 1896 been suspended for two years, 
the “34 to date from November in that year. In August, 
1896, he became bankrupt, and was still an undischarged 
bankrupt when the period of suspension expired. Under these 
circumstances he applied to the society for a renewal of his 
certificate and was refused. Under section 24 he sought 
to obtain an order of the court compelling the society to 
accede to his application, but the court (Wits and Riwzey, 
JJ.) have held that they have a discretion in the matter, 
and that it must bo exercised against the solicitor. It is 
to be observed that bankruptcy is no disqualification in 
the case of a solicitor actually in practice (Re Brown, 2 Ves. 
Jun. 68), and at first sight the result seems to involve a pro- 
longation of the original period of suspension upon a ground 
wanting in legal sufficiency. It is only right, however, that upon 
& question of re-admitting a solicitor to practise there should be 
such a discretion as the court claims and as the words of the 
statute indicate. It seems inadvisable on public grounds that 
the responsible position of a solicitor should be filled by a n 
who is an undischarged bankrupt, and who has already had to 
suffer a period of suspension. 





Ir szems more than probable that our prophecy that many of 
the cases on the Betting House Act will be re-tested by the 
criterion of the Kempton Park case, and that much litigation 
will result from that famous decision, will be fulfilled. A case 
has just been before a Divisional Court which bears a ver 
close resemblance to the ‘umbrella case” (Bows v. Fenwick, 
L, R. 9 C. P. 339). The respondent in the recent case (Brown 
v. Patch) was a bookmaker, who had gone on to a race- 
course and there erected a temporary structure of bamboo 
and canvas, which could not have been very different in 

from the famous umbrella, and which bore his 
Bame and calling in prominent letters. During the whole 





time of the races this structure remained in the same place, and 
was used by the respondent for the purposes of betting. He 
was subsequently proceeded against under the Act for that he 
‘did use the said place for the purpose of betting with persons 
resorting thereto.” The magistrates, however, dismissed the 
summons, subject to a case stated, considering themselves bound 
to do so by the decision of the House of Lords. The question 
for the High Oourt was, of course, the old one—Was the 
temporary structure a ‘‘ place” within the meaning of the Act? 
The court has decided that it was, and that Bows v. Fenwick is still 
good law and is unaffected by the Kempton Park case. CHANNELL, 
J., pointed out that, as the law now stands, we must understand 
that the statute is not aimed at betting men but at betting places 
—the important question is what is the user of the place. The 
“place” must be ejusdem generis with “ house or office,” but we 
must look for the analogy in the mode of user rather than in 
physical nature. The test seems to be whether the betting 
man localized his business. If he uses some distinguishing 
apparatus to identify himself while he moves about plying 
his calling, he does not bring himself within the law. 
But if he uses some apparatus to indicate the place where 
he carries on his business, then he uses that place as his 
‘‘house or office,” and he is guilty. This decision lets 
in some new light on the subject, and seems to supply a 
fairly reliable test. According to the House of Lords, the ring 
at Kempton Park was not a ‘“‘place,’”’ because no one in the 
position of owner or occupier, or in any analogous position, was 
using it for betting with persons resorting thereto. If, how- 
ever, @ man erects a structure, however flimsy and temporary, 
on a racecourse, and uses it all day without interruption for the 
purposes of betting, he is, by the sufferance of the peep 
of the racecourse, in a position analogous to that of owner or 
occupier of the land covered by his structure. The structure is 
then clearly of the nature of an “ office,” and the offence aimed 
at by the statute, as interpreted hy the House of Lords, seems 
to be complete. 





In THE cAsE of Reg. v. Entwistle, which came before a 
Divisional Court a few days ago, the appellant sought to have 
a conviction quashed which averred that she ‘‘did pretend and 
profess to tell fortunes,” but did not state that she thereby in- 
tended to deceive or impose on any person. She wasa professor 
of palmistry, and it was contended on her behalf that the 
omission of any allegation that she intended to deceive made the 
conviction bad. She was charged under section 4 of the 
Vagrancy Act, which provides that ‘‘ every person pretending or 
professing to tell fortunes, or using any subtle craft, means, 
or device by palmistry or otherwise to deceive or impose 
on any of Her Majesty’s subjects” is liable to convic- 
tion as a rogue and vagabond. Now, it appears from 
the wording of the section that the words “to deceive or 
impose” qualify the words “ any subtle craft,” &c., and should 
not be read as referring to the phrase “‘ pretending or pro- 
fessing to tell fortunes.” Hence to convict a person under the 
section it is only necessary to shew that he pretended to tell 
fortunes, and the word “pretend” implies the meaning of 
deception. Of course in another sense of the word a person 
may innocently pretend to tell fortunes. He may, as a sort of 
game or pastime, assume the character of a fortune-teller, not 
really meaning anyone to believe that he is possessed of super- 
natural powers. If, however, he does hold himself out 
as really able to read the future, he is liable to con- 
viction as a rogue and vagabond, and it is quite unnecessary 
and irrelevant to prove whether or not he thinks he is possessed 
of the power he claims to have. On these grounds the court 
affirmed the conviction; but the judges, whatever they thought, 
did not use quite such plain lan e about fortune-tellers as 
did the late Mr. Justice Denman. He was considering the case 
of an astrologer, but no doubt he would have declined to draw 
any distinction between the case of an astrologer and that of a 
professor of my In Penny v. Hanson (35 W. BR. 379, 
18 Q. B. D. 478) the learned judge said : ‘‘In this case res ipsa 
loquitur. Tt is absurd to suggest that this man could have 
believed in his ability to predict the fortunes of another by 
knowing the hour and ge of his birth and the aspect of the 
stars at such a time. e do not live in times when any sane 
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man believes in such a power.” In spite of this decision, how- 
ever, there are persons who openly carry on as @ most lucrative 
business the telling of fortunes by i Some of these 
persons might, with advantage to the public, receive from the 
police that attention which in some cases has been long delayed. 





A prornt of some importance as to the “ residential qualifica- 
tions” of candidates at elections under the Government 
Act, 1894, was decided last week by Dartine and Cnannztt, JJ., 
in Stanford v. Williams, Section 23 (2) of the Act ar as 
to urban district councillors, that ‘‘a person shall not be qualified 
to be elected or to be a councillor unless he is a parochial elector 
of some parish within the district or has during the whole of the 
twelve months preceding the election resided in the district ” ; 
and this provision is made applicable to London vestrymen by 
section 31. The respondent in Stanford v. Williams was elected 
a vestryman for the parish of Lewisham on the 17th of May, 
1898. For some years prior to this date his home, where his 
family and household lived, was in Sussex, but for more than a 
year he had hired a room at the house of a friend in the parish 
of Lewisham for his convenience when his engagements required 
him to be in the neighbourhood of London. This room was 
always kept at his disposal and ready for his use, and he occupied 
it (except during his absences referred to below) on an average 
for three nights a week during the year preceding the election. 
He was absent for some two or three weeks in January, 1898 
and for six weeks in the spring of that year, when he went to 
America: and in August, 1897, the owner of the house was away 
and the house was altogether closed. The question arose on a 
case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate before whom 
an information had been preferred charging the respondent 
with having acted as a vestryman when disqualified, and so 
rendered himself liable to a penalty under section 46 (3) of the 
Act of 1894, It was of course contended that a man could not 
“reside” in more places than one, and that the respondent 
resided in Sussex, where his home was. This contention is 
supported by such cases as Kerr v. Haynes (29 L. J. Q. B. 70) a 
case relating to the jurisdiction of a county court, in which it 
was held that a plaintiff who with his family and servants 
occupied a house at Margate, but also occupied for two or three 
nights in the week some rooms in a house in London which were 
kept ready for his reception, dwelt at Margate only and not in 
London. On the other hand, in Bond v. St. George's, Hanover 
Square (L. R. 6 ©. P. 812), it was held, on an appeal from a 
revising barrister, that a lodger-claimant who had a house and 
establishment in the country, but for periods amounting together 
to two months out of the twelve had resided at lodgings in a 
London borough of which he was a yearly tenant, had a sufficient 
residence in the London borough to qualify him. The court in 
Stanford v, Williams decided in favour of the respondent on the 
ground that he was to be considered as “‘ residing” in the house 
where he had an abode which he used with some regularity and 
which he had an unbroken right to use during the whole of the 
period in question. This decision is in a ance with Bond v. 
St. George’s, and also with the rule laid down by Ente, O.J., in 
Powell v. Guest (18 O. B. N.8., at p. 80), that “absence, no 
matter how long, if there be the liberty of returning at any time, 
and no abandonment of the intention to return whenever it may 
suit the party’s pleasure or convenience so to do, will not pre- 
vent a constructive legal residence.” 





THERE 1s reason to think that the profession has hardly 
appreciated, possibly for want of a reported case on the subject, 
the recent relaxation of the harsh, but long established, rule as 
to an affidavit of documents being conclusive in favour of the 
party making it, It was laid down by the Court of Appeal in 
1880, in Jones vy. The Monto Video Gas Co, (28 W. R. 758, 5 

-Q. B. D, 556), that an affidavit of documents, made pursuant to 
R. 8. 0., 1875, ord. 31, r. 12, was conclusive against the party 
seeking discovery, unless he could shew from certain specified 


sources—viz., either from the affidavit itself, or from the docu- 
ments therein referred to, or from an admission in the pleadings 
of the party swearing the affidavit—that other documents exist 
in his possession or power which are material and relevant to 


a further affidavit might be ordered. The insufficiency of the 
affidavit of documents could not be shewn by a contentious 
affidavit, and the only course open to a party dissatisfied with 
the affidavit was to administer interrogatories if he could get 
leave to do so; such leave was not readily given, as spe from 
Hall y. Truman, Hanbury, § Co, (29 Oh. D. 307), e attempt 
by a Divisional Court in Wiedeman v. Walpole (40 W. R. 114, 
24 Q. B. D. 537) to qualify the rule by allowing inspection 
on the applicant’s affidavit specifying an omitted document, was 
defeated in the Court of Appeal by a counter-affidavit denying 

ion; but the remarks of Linpizy, L.J., in Morris v. 
Edwards (37 W. R. 721; 23 Q. B. D. 285, 293) seem to 
have called attention to a too likely abuse of the rule, and to 
have shewn some grounds for alarm at the unfair advantage 
which might be taken of it. The Rule Committee were 
probably led by this latter case to add rule 19a, sub-section (3), 
to order 31. By that sub-section it is provided as follows : 
“The court or a judge may, on the application of any party to 
@ cause or matter, at any time, and whether an affidavit of 
documents shall or shall not have already been ordered or made, 
make an order requiring any other party to state by affidavit 
whether any one or more specific documents, to be specified in 
the application, is or are, or has or have at any time been in his 
possession or power; and, if not then in his possession, when 
he gees with the same, and what has become thereof. Such 
app ications shall be made on an affidavit stating that, in the 
belief of the deponent, the party against whom the application 
is made has, or has at some time had, in his ion or 
power the document or documents specified in the application, 
and that they relate to the matters in question in the cause or 
matter, or to some of them.” This has considerably extended 
the sources of information to which the court can now look, and 
a contentious affidavit is made expressly admissible as a means 
of attacking an opponent’s affidavit of documents. Moreover, 
it can haolly be doubted that if such a contentious affidavit 
should go to shew such material omissions from the opponent’s 
original affidavit of documenta as to substantially discredit it as 
a whole, the court would not limit its order to directing a mere 
statement under the new rule as to the possession of specific 
documents, but would order the opponent to make a further 
affidavit as to documents generally. The extent of the relief 
thus given by the new rule may effect a revolution in the old 
practice. 


A PartiAMENTARY PAPER has just been issued containing 
statistics of proceedings in county courts under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, and the Employers’ Liability 
Act, 1880. The tables have been compiled from lists of cases 
furnished to the Home Office by registrars of the county courts, 
So far as these tables relate to the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, it is to be noticed that they ——. do not represent 
more than three months’ working of the Act, though the return 
nominally covers the first six months’ working of the Act— 
namely, the 1st of July to 31st of December, 1898. From 
Table I. it appears that, up to the last-mentioned date, 130 cases 
were settled in the county courts under the Act—104 by the 
judge’s award, 8 by an arbitrator’s award, and 18 by acceptance 
of money paid into court. There were, besides, 48 cases either 
withdrawn, settled out of court, or otherwise disposed of in such 
@ way as not to enable the officials of the court to state definitely 
the results. Of the 130 cases brought within the cognizance of 
the county courts the plaintiff succeeded in 101 cases, and the 
defendant in 29 only. This shews that the Act is being 
administered in a benevolent spirit towards workmen, an 
certainly not in the interest of the employers. Indeed, as 
we have had occasion to point out (ante, p. 166), there have been 
cases where judges, in their anxiety to find for the plaintiff, 
have strained the language of the Act where, primd facie at ali 
events, the claim was outside its purview. Upon the whole, 
however, we venture to think that little fault can be found with 
the way in which the Act of 1897 has been administered in 
the county courts. 








Witn REGARD to agreements and infurmal arbitrati xs under 
the Act, Table II. gives the number of cases in which 





the issue, and that in any of these instances, but not otherwise, 





memoranda were registered in the county courts, aud shews 
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that of these 152 were settled by agreement, 9 by com- | from the ¢ime limited for his appearance makes default of defence 


mittee, and 2 by an agreed arbitrator. ‘This table is, however, | (ord. 21, r. 6), and as ord. 30, r. 1, specially excepts these actions 


admittedly incomplete, as of cases settled by agreement or| from its operation judgment in default follows under ord. 27, 
informal arbitration there is no record save where one |r. 2. 
or other of the parties, or the arbitrator, registers in the| (2) Specially indorsed writ for recovery of land.—Here also a 
county court a memorandum of the agreement or decision under | defendant who fails to deliver a defence within ten days from the 
Schedale II. (8) of the Act, which, however, is not compulsory | time limited for appearance makes default of defence (ord. 21, r. 6). 
in its terms. Nearly three-fourths of all the memoranda | But order 30 does not permit judgment in default to be entered, 
i come from two adjoining districts in the Yorkshire | although ord. 27, r. 7, expressly provides that it may be 
North Riding Circuit—namely, from the county court of| entered. Ord. 30, r. 1 (4), however, provides that the plaintiff 
Stokesley and Guisborough and from that of Middlesborough. | shall not take any fresh step in the action, except issuing a 
Cases under the Employers’ Liability Act are dealt with in the | summons under order 14, until he has issued his summons for 
third table. This table gives the number of actions in the | directions. It permits judgment in default of defence under 
county courts under the Act during the six years 1893-1898, | ord. 27, r. 2, but that rule does not apply to recovery of land, 
and shews that last year, out of 681 cases, the plaintiff obtained | but only to a liquidated claim. The plaintiff must therefore 
judgment in 220 cases, the defendant in 126, while 3 cases | proceed under order 14, or issue a summons for directions under 
were removed into the High Court, 332 otherwise disposed of, | which he cannot obtain judgment in default. 
and £16,853 5s. 3d. was awarded asdamages. Of the 681 cases} (3) Default after leave to defend under order 14,—By contrasting 
above mentioned, no less than 596 were in employments to| (1) and (2), supra, it will be seen that judgment follows default 
which the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, now applies, | of defence where the claim is specially indorsed for a liquidated 
and only 85 in other employments. As yet, however, no compari- | demand, but not where it is specially indorsed for recovery of 
son can be made between the number of cases dealt with under | land, because ord. 30, r. 1 (2), permits order 27 to apply at once 
either Act, though, in future, such a comparison will, it seems, | to the first case, but not to the second. When the default, 
as far as possible, be made. Moreover, it is also in contempla- | however, occurs after leave to defend has been given under 
tion to include in next year’s return a table giving statistics of | order 14, all the provisions of order 27 apply at once, so that 
appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The | judgment in default may be then entered as of course, whether 
statistics furnished, however, by no means represent any con- | the action is for money or for land. 
siderable proportion of the cases in which compensation is paid| Our readers will naturally say at this point: ‘There is surely 
to workmen. In cases under the Act of 1897 there is a | something wrong here. Default of defence is default of defence 
concurrence of testimony that, inthe great majority of cases, | whether it occurs after leave to defend under order 14, or 
the full compensation allowed by the Act is given without | independently of order 14. And if the whole of order 27 applies 
question, though, unfortunately, no figures can be obtained | to such default after leave to defend, why does it not apply to 
which even approximately represent the actual payments. such default where there has been no resort to order 14?” 
The answer is that this is just one of those traps for the unwary 
created by the extraordinary way in which ord. 30, r. 1, of 1897 
was drafted. We will try to make the point clear. 

Order 27 provides that judgment shall follow default of 
defence in an action for a liquidated demand (rule 2) and in an 
action for recovery of land (rule 7). 

Ord. 30, r. 1 (5), provides that in every action after appearance 
the plaintiff shall issue a summons for directions before taking 
any fresh step, except for interloculory injunction or receiver or 
issuing a summons under order 14, or entering judgment in 


confusing, but it resolves itself into a simple question whether | 4¢fault of defence under ord. 27, r. 2 (liquidated demand only), 
the one or the other of the conflicting provisions is to prevail | Tf the claim, therefore, is for a liquidated demand only, 
But a much more troublesome crop of questions is created when | Whether specially indorsed or not, judgment follows default of 
we try to fix the preciee limits of the disturbing influence of | defence whether the default occurs without resort to order 14, 
order 30 on procedure under order 27 (default or defence), | °F after leave to defend given under order 14. 

for here we have two separate varieties of effects produced | If the claim is specially indorsed for land, and default of 
upon the same procedure rules by the same order. The point | defence is made before a summons under order 14 is issued, the 
is somewhat involved, and certainly puzzling, and as it affects | 2ction is not within ord. 27, r. 2, and therefore the plaintiff is 
procedure in a very large number of Queen’s Bench actions we | barred by ord. 30, r. 1 (0), from taking any fresh step in the 
will endeavour to present as clearly as possible these s:parate | 4¢tion before he issues his summons for directions, except issuing 
effects of order 30 on procedure in default of defence. | summons under order 14. Judgment in default is a step in 

Prior to the passing of order 30 in its present form, judgment | the action which he cannot take. _ 

in default of defence was regulated solely by order 27. When-| 1, however, in such a case he issues a summons under order 
ever a defendant committed default of defence he had to be | 14 and fails, and leave to defend is given, and no defence is 
pursued to judgment under one or other of the rules of that | delivered, the plaintiff can take judgment in default at once, 
, and it made no difference how he came to be in default, | because order 30 does not say he shall not take judgment in an 
was the nature of the claim in the action. There are action for land in default of defence, but only that he shall not 
several ways of committing default, and there are numberless | 4° 8° before he has either applied for directions or for judgment 
kinds of claim, but the simple fact of default of defence being | under order 14. By doing the latter he has removed the bar 





THE SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS AND PROCEDURE 
IN DEFAULT OF DEFENCE. 


Pzznars the most puzzling of all the points of uncertainty | 
arising out of the conflict between the provisions of order 30 | 
(summons for directions) and other provisions in the Rules of | 
the Supreme Court is that which attaches to the effect of that 
order on ure in default of defence. In other instances of 

i e effect produced may be contradictory, and is often 








‘§ 


: 37 into ola _ which prevented ord, 27, r. 7, from applying to his case. 
committed icine te iad - A ye a S ba This is hair-splittin ’ with a vengeance, but it is the law of 
ae roe Horward, sod everyone could understand ir | procedure established by the combined effect of order 30 and 
meg ‘ igh Court , | order 27. 

‘ me A se 4 — = he rt CEES see | (4) Ligquidated claim not specially indorsed.—Here another hair- 


But order 20 has acted upon procedure in default of defence | splitting distinction is introduced by order $0. ‘There are 
im the same way that the spectroscope acte upon a ray of sunlight. | two kinds of default of defence to an action of this nature. A 
It has di 


divided the simple element into so many component parts | defendant who enters appearance without demanding a statement 


that the only way to comprehend the new procedure as a whole | of claim and fails to deliver a defence within ton days afterwards 


is by means of careful analysis. The simplest way, perhaps, is to becomes in default (ord, 21,r.7). But a defendant who enters 


take each of these ; f ‘ : his appearance with a demand for a statement of claim is not in 
state een sno tele bala. Peer | default until he has failed to deliver a defence within ten days 


(2) Sees Sadana writ for « liquidated lela, —In this case | {rom receipt of the plaintiff's statement of claim. In the former 
é who does not deliver his defence within ten days 


— 


case the plaintiff is still entitled to take judgment in default of 
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defence directly such default is made (ord. 27, r.2; ord. 30, r. 1). 


the High Court was 5,259, thus giving a Barges of 12°74 
ut as regards those 


In the latter case the plaintiff prior to order 30 could deliver a | for appeals as against cases determined. 


statement of claim, and after waiting ten days could, if no 
defence delivered, enter judgment in default (ord. 27, r.2). Now, 
however, the plaintiff is not allowed to deliver his statement of 
claim until he has issued a summons for directions (ord. 30, r. 1) 
and obtained leave, and also an order fixing a fresh time for 
delivery of defence. After that he can take his judgment in 
default, if no defence delivered. 
(5) Claims for detention of goods, damages, or recovery of land not 
specially indorsed.—In these cases the plaintiff was entitled prior 
to order 30 in its present form to enter judgment directly the 
defendant made default of defence (ord. 27, rr. 4, 6, 7), the 
time of default being regulated as in (4) supra, by the nature 
of the appearance—‘.c., whether a statement of claim is 
asked for or not (ord. 21, rr. 6 or 7). Now, however, the 
plaintiff is barred in every such case by ord. 30, r. 1, from 
taking judgment in default of defence until after he has issued 
his summons for directions, obtained leave to deliver a statement 
of claim, and an order fixing a fresh time for delivery of 
defence. Upon the expiration of that time he can, if no defence 
delivered, take his judgment under order 27. 
(6) All other kinds of unliquidated claim.—In the case of all 
actions not provided for under one or other of the preceding five 
heads, if the defendant commits default of defence, ord. 27, r. 11, 
provides that the plaintiff may set down the action on motion 
for judgment on the statement of claim. Now, however, 
order 30 steps in to alter his course of procedure. He cannot 
deliver a statement of claim without leave obtained on a sum- 
mons for directions, and it is not quite clear whether, if the 
defendant fails to deliver a defence, the plaintiff can set down 
the action for judgusent without obtaining leave in his order 
for directions. 
It will be seen from the above that order 30 has split up 
procedure in default of defence into six separate divisions, and 
in the case of every disturbance of that procedure which its over- 
riding provisions have effected it has increased the cost of the 
action and delayed its progress. We are unable to perceive, 
moreover, that any advantage whatever has been gained by this 


which came from the Chancery Division and the Queen’s Bench 
Division respectively there is a singular disproportion. The 
former division contributed 251 appeals, the latter 378. If, 
however, the appeals had been proportionate to the cases deter- 
mined in the two divisions, the numbers would, according to 
Master Macpong11, have been—from the Chancery Division 88, 
from the Quesn’s Bench Division 452. This difference is 
doubtless due partly to the circumstance that judgments in the 
Queen’s Bench Division depend more frequently on findings of 
fact than in the Chancery Division, but more especially, perhaps, 
to the greater average importance of cases tried in the latter 
division. 

Turning to the business of the Chancery Division, it appears 
that this is pretty equally divided between matters commenced 
by writ and those commenced by originating summons, ths 
number of the former in 1897 being 3,981, and of the latter 
3,574. The introduction at the beginning of Michaelmas term 
in that year of the compulsory summons for directions seems to 
have told at once upon the number of summonses other than 
originating. The average of these from 1893 to 1897 was 
16,397 ; for 1897 it was 15,431. As the change affected only 
one quarter of the year under review, the decrease is likely to 
have been very much more marked in 1898. 

In the Queen’s Bench Division ths figures relating to 
summonses have been brought more nearly up to date for the 
purpose of ascertaining the actual result of the new procedure. 
For the first three-quarters of 1897, when the procedure was not 
in force, the ordinary summonses (exclusive of summonses under 
order 11 and originating summonses), was 12,943; the 
summonses for directions were 236, and the notices under 
summonses fer directions were 413. The corresponding figures 
for the first three-quarters of 1898 were 5,544, 3,253, and 3,752. 
The totals of these figures are respectively 13,592 and 12,559. 
The general effect, therefore, of the change has been to transfer 
interlocutory proceedings from the list of ordinary summonses 
to that of summonses for directions and notices thereunder, but 
the saving for the period amounted only to 1,033 summonses—a 








complication and disturbance of procedure under order 27. The 
plaintiff loses time, and the defendant is saddled with more costs. 
The doubt is forced into one’s mind whether the Rule Committee 
intended to do what they have donein thisconnection. Frankly, 
we do not believe they did, and we are disposed to think that 
they are unaware that order 30 has produced this unnecessary 
disturbance of a branch of procedure which until recently has 
elways worked smoothly and economically. 








THE WORK OF THE COURTS IN 1897. 


In the volume of Civil Judicial Statistics for 1897, which has 
just been issued, Master Macponetu repeats the useful service 
which he has performed during the last few years, and sum- 


under his superintendence. The total figures are dominated by 
the returns of county court proceedings, those begun in the 
county courts in 1897 being 1,130,341—a slight decrease as 
compared with the annual average from 1893 to 1897. The 
next item in size is 71,582, the number of the proceedings 
begun in the Queen’s Bench Division, This als> shows a small 
decrease. The items of 1,232 in appellate courts, 8,183 in the 
Chancery Division, and 1,657 in the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division shew an increase, in the last caso as much 
as 6°23 per cent., on the average just specified. The ontire 
volume of Jitigation, however, as Master Macpone.t points out, 
has not in recent years been the subject of much variation ; tho 
t.tal proceedings begun per 100,000 of population having for 
the last ton years been either slightly above or slightly below 
1,125, It is satisfactory to notice, on the other hand, that the 
total number of indictable offences per 108,000 of population 
shows a marked tendency to decrease, and has been reduced ia 
the ten years from 313 to 254. 


decrease on the number for 1897 of 7} percent. It would seem, 
therefore, that the compulsory summons for directions has not 
so far effected any substantial reduction in the volume of inter- 
locutory applications. 

With respect to the state of business in the Queen’s Bench 
Division Master MacponELt reproduces an interesting report to 
the Lord Chief Justice by Mr. Joszpm Davis, of the Associates’ 
Department, under date the 8th of November, 1898. The actions 
entered for trial in the Queen’s Bench Division, says Mr. 
Davis, so far from being diminished in number, shew for 1898 
a marked increase on any of the preceding years. The 
entry for 1897 (which was 1 than any on record) was 
2,980, and for the year ending 23rd of October, 1893, it was 3,010, 
For the five years ending the 23rd of October, 1897, the 
average yearly entry was 2,658; for the preceding five years it 
was 2,471, These numbers, Mr. Davis observes, altogether 
disprove the statement that the business of the division is 
falling off, and he proceeds to reconcile them with the fact 
that on the first day of Hilary sittings, 1898, the number of 
actions ready for trial stood at 882,'while on the 24th of October, 
1898, there were less than 500. He finds the reason for the 
discrepancy in the greater celerity with which actions were tried 
in 1898. ‘Daring the year ending the 12th of August last” 
|e, 1898] he says, ‘the number that were tried exceeded 2,200, 
By taking the average for the five years ending the 12th of 
August, 1897, I tind it was only 1,598, and for the five years 
ending the 12th of August, 1892, the average is 1,364 only.” This 
increase in the rate of trial rapidly told upon the period which 
parties had to wait. In Hilary sittings, 1898, the average 
yeriod from the date of entry to trial—again to quote from 
fr. Davis—*‘slightly exoaeded four months, But hw Raster 
sittings, when more than the average number of courts sat for 
the trial of actions, the state of matters was much improved. 
Before the commencement of the Long Vacation all classes of 
actions were being disposed of within a month of the date of 





The total number of appeals to the Court of Appeal in 1897 
was 670, the total number of cases heard and determined in 


entry.” 
An interesting table has been compiled shewing the nature of 
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the ee disposed of in the bowen Bench eee Actions 
depending on contract or on rights of property (such as recovery 
of sia) eno classified mt pole wr gel: from 1 to 25; 
actions of tort from 26 to 39 ; actions for infringement of patents, 
trade-marks, and copyright, with some miscellaneous matters, 
are numbered from 40 to 48. The tables give the percentage of 
each class of action to the entire number and exhibit a striking 
balance in favour of actions founded on contract. ‘‘ The tables,” 
says Master Macpovezxt, “shew that in London and Middlesex 
actions of tort are a small proportion of the whole, that 
there is a great preponderance of actions on contract, and 
that of such actions a few classes form the great bulk of 
them. The actions within classes 1 to 25 include about 
69 per cent. of all actions for trial; under goods sold and 
delivered, money paid, &c., promissory notes, bills of exchange, 
&c., breaches of contract, work and labour, fall about 40 per 
cent. of the actions for trial. Of the actions of tort the most 
numerous are those for compensation for injuries for negligence, 
and they do not amount to 10 per cent. of the whole.” 
Corresponding tables of circuit business shew that there the 
disproportion is less, and the courts are engaged to a much 
1 extent than in London in trying actions of tort. 

er tables shew the relative importance of business in 
London and on circuit as measured by the amounts recovered. 
In London the average amount recovered under heads 1 to 25 
was £471 as against £271 on circuit; under heads 26 to 39 (i.e. 
ia tort) £200 as against £101 on circuit; and under heads 
40 to 48 £146 as against £44 on circuit. Taking all 
lasses of actions together, the average amount recovered in 
London was £393, and on circuit £195. 

The analysis of the business of the Queen’s Bench Division 
has been carried still further, and a table compiled for the purpose 
of shewing what classes of actions are most frequently settled or 
di:continued without actually going to trial. In this respect, says 
Master Macponz1t, “there appears a marked difference between 
a tions on circuit and actions,in London. While in the former the 
proportion of actions tried to those set down was 77°15, in the 
latter it was only 45°25—a difference due, it is probable, in part 
to the short interval, as a rule, between the setting down of an 
ectionand the trial on circuit.” 

In respect of the enforcement of judgments the figures shew 
that a remarkable change is taking place. In 1887 the number 
of judgments was 24,388, and of executions 15,483 ; in 1897 the 
numbers were 20,271 and 8,545. Thus while there had been a 
drop in the number of judgments, there had been a far greater 
drop in the number of executions. And the figures for the 


“‘There is always,” he says, 


“the risk that even if the judgment debtor has property, 


a caim may be put forward by the holder of a bill of 
sile or secured creditor, and that the judgment 


ereditor may be compelled to abandon his execution or 
to contest an issue as to the ownership of the goods, 
There are the initial costs of the execution; and the judgment 
evedit xr cannot be sure that he will not have to pay possession 
money and other charges of the sheriff in the event of a claim 
being put forward.” But these are no new difficulties in the 
judgment creditors, though possibly their existence is 
better realized and so they act more strongly as a deterrent. 
Another matter to which Master Macvowzi1 has devoted 
i the extent to which litigation is carried on by com- 
ic bodies. Of 110 appeals to the House of Lords 
or decided in 1897, 48 were cases in which the 
within these categories. A similar analysis of 
Court of in the Law Repests 
that out of 158 cases 26 were ap by com- 
by municipal and other c tions or public 
actions in the Queen’s wh Division taken at 
or 22 per cent. were by limited companies, and 41 or 
were against such companies. Considering the part 
ies and corporations play in business and social 
not seem excessive. Altogether the tables 
Macvorr.t has edited, and his introduction, forma 
interesting and instructive commentary on the judicial 
6 A the country. 
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REVIEWS. 
COMPANY LAW. 


Company Law: A PracricaL HanpBook FOR LAWYERS AND 
BusINEss MEN. BAsED oN LECTURES DELIVERED IN THE INNER 
TEMPLE HALL, AT THE REQUEST OF THE CouNcIL oF LEGAL 
EpvucaTion. WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE COMPANIES 
Acts, 1862 To 1898, anD RutxEs, &0. By Francis BEAUFORT 
PALMER, Barrister-at-Law. SzconD Epirion. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The utility of Mr. Palmer’s compendium of company law has been 
speedily shewn by the demand at so short an yo nee | for a second 
edition. Considering the clear and convenient manner in which 
the law is stated, as well as the reputation of the author, we are 
not surprised at this result. The various topics of chief im- 
portance are dealt with in a series of short chapters, and the reader 
can see at a glance the decisions by which he must be guided. To 
some extent Mr. Palmer very properly lets the cases speak for them- 
selves. Thus in chapter XIX. he gives the duties of auditors in the 
terms of the judgments in Kingston Cotton Co. (1896, 2 Ch. 284) and 
Re London and General Bank (1895, 2 Ch. 673), and indeed he could 
hardly improve on the words in which the Master of the Rolls has 
expressed a difficult subject. Elsewhere he epitomizes the results of 
the decisions in a series of propositions,as in chapter XXXII. in regard 
to floating charges, and chapter X VII. in regard to the ascertainment 
_—_ for the purpose of the payment of dividends ; and matters 

ill open to discussion are fully dealt with, such as the validity of 
the company’s lien on shares as against other incumbancers (in 
chapter XIV.) and the negotiability of bearer-debentures (in 
chapter XXXII.) The work constitutes an extremely useful and 
instructive collection of the statute and case law relative to limited 
companies, 
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Local Government. By Witi1AmM BLAKE Opcers, M.A., LL.D., 
Q.C., Recorder of Winchester. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 


The Specific Performance of Contracts. An Expansion of an 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
STAMPING DEBENTURES PAYABLE AT A PREMIUM, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I bave received for publication the accompanying letter from 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, and I may add that,under date 
16th of October, 1897, the Commissioners stated that they were 

repared to accede to the proposal of this society that companies 
should be allowed to pay the additional duty chargeable on debentures 
falling within the decision in the somewhat similar case of /towell v. 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue, against a receipt specifying the 
debentures covered by the payment, thus obviating the immediate 
collection of the individual debentures for stamping. This was noticed 
in your issue of the 6th of November, 1897, 

E. W. W1LL1AMs0N, Secretary. 

Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C., April 19, 1899. 

The following is the letter referred to by Mr. Williamson : 

Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
30th March, 1599. 

Sir,—I am directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to refer to 
their circular of the 1st of June, 1897, and in connection therewith to 
draw your attention to the decision of the High Court in tho recent 
case of Knight's Deep (Limited) v. The Uommissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Law Re , 1899, 1 Q. B. 345) on the subject of the 


srorpeatalitg of stamp duty (under the head “ marketable security ’’) 
om premiums paysble on the redemption of debentures issued by a 


public company. 
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The debenture which formed the subject of the court's judgment 
had incorporated certain conditions, one of which provided that ‘‘ the 
company may at any time after the Ist of July, 1900, redeem this 
debenture (face value £100) at £103 on giving six calendar months’ 
previous notice . . . and upon the expiration of such notice the said 
sum of £103 shall become payable.” 

The question before the court was whether the stamp duty charged 
on marketable securities (which in the terms of the schedule of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, is ‘‘ for or in respect of the money thereby secured ” ) 
should be calculated on £100, the face value of the bond, or on £103, 
the price payable in the event of redemption. 

Duty was held to be chargeable on the higher amount, and that, 
whether the security was transferable by delivery or not. 

As the terms of the last paragraph of the circular of the Ist of 
June, 1897, have been found to have given rise to misapprehension 
on the question whether additional duty attaches in cases where the 
liability under the covenant to pay the premium is dependent on the 
happening of a certain contingency, the board think it right to bring 
under your notice the present judicial pronouncement. 

Debentures affected by this decision, if already issued, will be 
further stamped without penalty if presented within a reasonable 
period.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

T. N. CraFer, Secretary. 





THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We send you for ——- a copy of correspondence which 
has passed between ourselves and the Registrar. 
TIMBRELL & DEIGHTON. 

44, King William-street, London Bridge, E.C., 

April 19, 1899. 
The following is the correspondence referred to :— 
44, King William-street, London Bridge, E.C., London, 
11th March, 1899. 
To the Registrar, Land Registry, 
34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
Tirte No. 20,037. 

Sir,—We think it right to call your attention, in view of the incon- 
venience which has been caused us, to the misleading effect which the 
land certificate in this case has had by reason of its having different 
particulars in two places—vin., on the outside the particulars are given as, 
Parish St. Marylebone, Title No. 23,008; inside, Parish St. Pancras, Title 
No. 20,037. We desire you to take notice of this, as we contemplate 
communicating upon the subject with the proper authorities, and, if need 
be, with the press. 

May we also express our opinion that a receipt, similar so far as may be 
to that of the Middlesex Registry, should be given for deeds and other 
documents lodged at the Land Registry? We were to-day informed that 
no receipt was given, but upon pressure we were given a written receipt 
on a sheet of note-paper.—We are, Sir, your obedient servants, 

Truprett & Deicuton (J. E. §.). 

P.S.—This is our first transaction at the Land Registry. Is the number 
of title the actual consecutive number?—T. & D. 


Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
13th March, 1899. 
No. 20,037. 

Sirs,—I regret that any inconvenience should have been caused by a 
clerical error in the back sheet of the land certificate, which has now been 
corrected. 

I am afraid that it would be impracticable to give receipts as you 
suggest, seeing that the present practice of the registry being to return 
deeds by post, there would be difficulties in the way of getting back the 
receipts before the despatch of the deeds to which they relate. 

In reply to your P.S. the titles numbers are assigned consecutively.— 
I am, your obedient servant, 

C. F. Bricxpvars, Assistant Registrar. 

Messrs, Timbrell & Deighton, 44, King William-street, E.C. 

44, King William-street, London Bridge, E.C., 
14th March. 
No. 20,037. 

Sir,—We are obliged by your courteous letter of yeeterday’s date, and, 
although the error was merely a clerical one, it was nevertheless a serious 
ene. We understood that accuracy was to be one of the cbief features at | 
the Land Registry wader the new system cf compulsory registration ; but, | 
in our experience, we have never yet heard of a deed being prepared in a | 
colicitor’s office endorsed with a different title to that to which the body of 
the deed related. 

As regards your statement that you think it would be impracticable to 





give receipts for deeds left at the Land Registry, we would point out that 
at the Patent Office all documents left for registration are returned by 
registered post, but the office nevertheless give a memorandum of receipt | 
for ali documents left there and which they do not require to be returned, | 
In a like manner, the Legacy and Succession Duty Office at Somerset | 
House also give a receipt for documents left there to 4 


possible conformable with that which obtains in other departments where 
original documents have to be temporarily deposited, asi tis most unsatis- 
factory that no receipt should be given, as there is nothing to prove that 
the deeds have been actually left at the Land Registry Office '—We are, 
your obedient servants, TrorsseLtt & De:cuton. 

The Assistant Registrar, Land Registry, 

34, Linceln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
15th March, 1899. 
No. 20,037. 

Sirs,—I beg to acknowledge receipt of your letter of yesterday's date and 
to state that the information therein contained bas been duly noted.— 
Your obedient servant, 

C. F. Brickpare, Acsistant Registrar. 

Messrs. Timbrell & Deighton, 44, King William-street, E.C. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—There is one blemish in this Act, which has not been publicly 
pointed out, affecting the large county of York. 

The Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884, authorized every instrument 
(specifying them) then capable of passing real estate to be registered ; 
but letters of administration, not then being such an instrument, 
were not included. The Land Transfer Act makes letters of adminie- 
tration capable of passing real estate, and thereby creates a new 
instrument capable of passing real estate, but omits to authorize the 
same to be registered in the Yorkshire Registries. 

An amendment of the Land Transfer Act is therefore required 
authorizing such instruments to be registered in those registries, 

SoticiTor. 





THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Can one only of two personal representatives reconvey 
freeholds under section 30 of the Conveyancing Act, 1851 ? ‘: 


[The section expressly gives “all the like powers for one only of 
several joint personal representatives . . . to dispose of and other- 
wise deal with the same [mortgage estate] as if the same 
were a chattel real vesting in them or him.” One of several personal 
representatives can assign a chattel real (Simpson v. Gutteridge, 1 
Mad. 609, at p. 616, as to an executor; Jacomd v. Harwood, 2 Ves. 
Sen. 267, as to au administrator); hence it would appear that, 
under section 30 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, one only of two 
personal representatives can reconvey a freehold mortgage estate. 
We think, however, that a mortgagor would be well advised to 
obtain the concurrence of both the personal representatives.—Eb. S.J.] 





COSTS OF LEGACY RECEIPTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A testator bequeaths to his ‘‘ nephew A. B. the sum of £200,” 
without any direction as to payment of legacy duty or costs. The 
former, of course, has to be paid, directly or indirectly, by the legatee ; 
but on whom do the costs of paying the duty and the legacy and 
obtaining the legatee’s receipt fall? Are they payable by the legatee 
or out of the residuary estate? We can find no es - “es? 

int. . 

[We think there can be no doubt that the costs referred to are 
general administration expenses, which according to the settled rule 
fall upon the residue.—Eb. S.J.) 








In connection with the London School of Ethics and Social Philosophy, 
a free Sunday lecture will be given at the Essex Hall, Essex~-street, 
Strand, W.C, at 7 p.m., on Sunday, the 23rd of April, by Professor 
Dicey, LL.D., on “ The Relation between Law and Public Opiniozn.”" 


In recognition cf his long services as honorary secretary to the 
Barristers’ Benevelent Associaticn, which cflice he recently resigned, Mr. 
Macrory, Q.C., was presented on Wednesday, in Sir Richard Webster's 
private room at the Law Courts, with a handsome silver inkstand, sub- 
scribed for by the past and present members of the committee of the 
Barristers’ Benevolent Association. Lord James of Hereford made the 
presentation, and Sir Richard Webster stated that, in deference to 
the wishes of Mr. Macrory, who would accept nothing more valuable than 
the inkstand, the balance of the money subseribed would be devoted te the 


| funds of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association. Among these whe 


attended the presentation, in addition to the above, were Mr. Justice 
Mathew, Lord Robert Ceci), the Hon, A, Lyttelton, M.P., Mr. Jelf, QC, 
Mr. H. 8. Day (hon, secretary), Kc. Among the numerous subscribers 


stamped, and when | wero Lord Russell of Killowen, the Master of the Rolls, Viscount Faber, 


they are stamped they are forwarded to the solicitors by past, and the | Lord James of Hereford, Mr, Justice Mathew, Mr, Justice Phillinere, the 
pore hee Attorney. Cicneral, the Solicitor-General, Sir 8. Clarke, M.P., and Sir HL, 
‘oland, Q.0, - 


receipt given is not required in return, 
Would it not be as well that the practice should be made as nearly as 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re THE ROYAL COLLEGE OF SURGEONS OF ENGLAND. No. 1. 

15th April. 

Intaxp Revenve—Bopries Corporate or UNINCORPORATE=INCOME OR 
Prortts or Property—Exemprtion From Dety—Proprnrty APPROPRIATED 
AND APPLIED FoR Promotion or Scrence—Cvstoms AND INLAND REVENUE 
Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vicr. c. 51), s. 11 (3). 

Appeal by the Royal College of Surgeons from the judgment of the 
Divisional Court (Wright and Channell, JJ.), reported 46 W. R. 538. 
The Royal College of Surgeons petitioned to be discharged from an 
assessment made under the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, 
on the ground that the college was an institution for the promotion of 


* education, literature, science, or the fine arts.’ The petition shewed as | 


follows: (1) That by the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, it is 
enacted that there shall be levied in respect of all real and personal 
property which shall have belonged to or been vested in any body 
corporate cr uninccrporate a duty at the rate of £5 per centum 
upon the ¢naual value, income, or profits of such property . . . after 
deducting all recessary outgoings subject to exemption from 


suc duty in favour of property of the de:cription following—that is to | 
say, property whi.h, or ihe income cr profits whereof, shall be legally | 
appropriated and applied for the benefit of the public at large; property | 


which, or the income or profits whereof, shall be legaily appropriated 
and applied for the promotion of education, literature, science, or the fine 
arts; (2) that the petitioners are a body politic established by Royal Charter 


ia the year 1200; (3) that the objects of the petitioners’ incorporation, as | 


specified in the said Koyal Charter, are the benefit of the common weal of 
this kingdom by the promotion of the art and science of surgery and the 
dae promo‘ion and encouragement of the study and practice of the said art 
and science cf surgery; (4) that further powers and privileges have from 


time to time been conferred npon the petitioners by subsequent Royal | 
Charters 


with the object more effectuaily to promote and 


encourage the study and practice of the said art and science of surgery ; | 


(5) that py the charter divers obligations and duties are imposed upon the 


corporation for the benefit of the public at large and the promotion and , 


encouragement of the said art and science of surgery: (6) that the 
p2titioners are, under terms imported by Government, the custodians at 
their own expense cf the Hunterian collection, which is national property ; 
(7) that on the 24:h of June, 1894, the annual valueofiacome . . . from 
real property was £7,200, the twof&l. value of the personal estate was 
£187,195 17s. 1ld., and the income .. therefrom for the same 
yearly period was £5,833 5. 7d.; (8) that the whole property . . . 
was legally appropriated and applied for the benefit of the pab.ic at large 
or for the promotion of science, literature, or education; (9) that the 
p2titioners were called upon by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue to 
deliver an account in accordance with section 17 of the Customs and 
Inland Revenue Act, 1835, that they did deliver euch an account claiming 
° « .- exemption; (10) that the petitioners were notwithstanding 
awessed by the commissioners at £3,161, and required to pay as duty 
trereon the sum cf £158 le. ; (11) that they had been compelled to pay the 
same. (12) ‘Ihe said sum of £3,161 included the following: The sum of 
£300, the annual value of that part of the library withiu the premises 
Nos. 40, 41, 42, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; the sum of £250, the annual value 
of the official residence of the comservator of the museum which contains 
among other things the siid Hunterian collection; £200, the value of 
39, Lancoln’s-inp, anoth<r portion of the library. (13) Apart from the 
gewmeral claim to total cxewption, the petitioners submit that, in apy 
event, the above property comes within the provision for exemption. 
From various affidavits read it appearcd that the college, in additicn w per- 
forming the duties imposed upon them by the Charters, held examinations 
and granted diplomas to enable candidates to practic as surgeons and 
i On application the public might obtain acc<ss to the library. 
For the petitioners it was contended that the whole college was exempt, 
and in the alternative that all or some of the separate buildiogs were 
exemspt. The Crown exempted the museum, but claimed that none of the 
Other buildings were exempt as they were not appropriated and applied fur 
the promotion of science. he Divisional Court held that the conservator’s 
Oiictal residence was crcempt, but not the other parts. Un the appeal the 
icllowing cams were cited: Sxcicty of Writers to the Signet ¥. Commissioners 
Of Inland Kevenuz (14 Coust Sees. Cas., 4th series, 34); Luilors of Glasgow v. 
Commissuoners of Inland Eiecenue (24 Scot. L. K. 516) ; ke Lootham Ward 
Btrays (1892,2 @. B. 152): Linen and Woollen Drapers case (458 Le. Y. 949) ; 
Crmmissiomers of Inland Siecenue v. Forrest (39 W. Kk. 33, 15 App. Cas, 334); 
Balley v. Royal Coilege of Surges of Edinburgh 19 Court sess. Cas., 4th 
tories, 751). 
Tuz Cover (A, L. Exiru, Cortins, and Romex, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


Rourz, LJ., ddiverA the judgment of the court, in the course of which 
he said that the college had two main objate—the promotion of the science 
of eurgesy, and tie prunction and encouragement of the practice of surgery. 
Ia Commssimers of Inland levenue v. Forrest (The Institution of Cwil 
Eanginecrs case) the wstitution had oniy one main object. So far as regards 


3 | Megally appropriate’ and spplicd to the second main objet of the 
oe it appeased clear that euch property could not come within any of 
tie exemptions frou daty in wxtion i1 of the Castoms and Inland Kevenuc 


Ath, lose. 1 wae equally clear that property legally appropriated and applicd 
by the wilege tor the promition A the iience of surgery was exempt from 


Guty. The question are 2 to property ut legally appropriated and 


applied to one of the two main objects of the college as distinguished from 
the other. The word “applied’’ raised a question of fact—that was to say, 
to which of the two objects the property or its income was in fact applied. 
‘The words “legally appropriated’ raised a question as to their meaning 
when used in section iL. Their lordships agreed with the view expressed 
in Incorporation of Tailors of Glasgow v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 
that the words meant that the property or its income was so appropriated as 
to create a legal obligation upon the part of its administrators to apply it in 
a particular manner. In this case there had been no legal appropriation— 
no conveyance, declaration of trust, or such like, of the property the subject- 
| matter of the appeal to the first main object. ‘Therefore there had been 
| no legal appropriation for a purpose exempting from duty. ‘Their lordships 
| also agreed with the Divisional Court that no property the subject-matter 
of the appeal or its income was applied so as to exempt it fromduty. They 
| felt some doubt about the library, but upon the whole they thought that 
| the library was like the case of the library of the Society of Writers to the 
| Signet, which was held by the Court of Session (14 Court Sess. Cas., 4th 
| series, 34) not to be exempt.—CounsexL, Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., and J. R. 
| Paget; Sir Richard Webster, A.G., and Danckwerts. Soxtcrtors, Wilde, 
Moore, §& Wigston ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
|  GHARNOCK v. COURT. Stirling, J. 29ih March; 12th April. 


| Trav—E Unton—Warcuine orn BeserrinG— Prace ”"—ConsPiracy AND 
} Protectios or Property Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vucr. c. 86), s. 7 (4). 


| This was a motion which raised some questions as to the construction of 
the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875. The plaintiffs 
| originally sued on behalf of themselves and all other members of the Union 
| of Master Joiners at Halifax, and the action was brought against Edward 
Court, the president, Herbert Sutcliffe, the secretary, and Robert Rose, a 
member of the executive committee of the Halifax branch of the Amal- 
gamated Society of Carpenters and Joiners, a registered trade union. The 
plaintiffs now moved for an injunction to restrain the defendants, until 
| trial of the action or further order, from watching or besetting, 
or causing to be watched or beset, the Janding stage at Fleetwood, 
or the railway station at Halifax, or the works of the plaintiffs, 
or any of them, or the approaches thereto, or the place of residence 
of any workman employed by or proposing to work for the plaintiffs 
or any of them, for the purpose of persuading or otherwise pre- 
venting persons from working for the plaintiffs or any of them, or for any 
purpose except merely to obtain or communicate information, and from 
procuring any persons who had entered into contract with the plaintiffs or 
any of them to commit a breach of such contracts. The defendants objected 
that, the action being one of tort, the plaintiffs were not entitled to sue on 
behalf of themselves and all other members of the union, and in consequence 
of such objec'ion the writ in the action was, by consent, amended by adding 
the whole of the members of the union, twenty-six in number, as plaintitfs. 
It appeared that on the 2nd of January last a strike commenced, which still 
continues, of the journeymen carpenters and joiners at Halifax. ‘To replace 
the men on strike the masters brought men from other places, particularly 
from Belf-st. These last were procured through a Mr. Forster, who on the 
20th of February sent nine men by steamer to Fleetwood and thence by 
rail to Ha'ifax, and on the 21st of Fubruary sent thirteen other men 
by the same route. Before stariiny c:ch man signed a document 
whereby he agreed to proceed t» Huaifax and there work at a 
specified rate of wages for twelve montis fro:n the 21st of February, 189% ; 
and by the same document the master joiners of Halifax bound them- 
celves to find werk for each holder of the document for the same period. 
The nine men arrived at Halifax railway station on the 2lst of February, 
aud were met by three master joiners, of whom one of the plaintiffs was one. 
The defendant Court was also at the station, and he informed the men of 
the strike, with the result that only two of them went to work at Halifax. 
Tce thirteen men were met at Fleetwood by two men named Walker and 
Wailswortb, who acted under the instruction of the men’s union. On being 
informed of the strike eleven out of the thirteen decided not to proceed tu 
Halifax, and Walker and Wadsworth paid the fares of those who decided t» 
go elsewhere. ‘The plaiatiffs alleged that what was done at Fleetwood and 
Halifax consti! uted offences against the Conspiracy and Protection of Property 

Act, 1875, 8. 7, which provides that “every person who with a view to com- 

pel any other person to abstain from doing or to do any act which such other 
person has a legal right to do or abstain from doing, wrongfully and without 
legal authority (4) watches or besets tne house or other place 
where euch person resides, or works, or carries on business, or happens to bo, 

or the approach to tuch house or place shall on conviction’’ be 
liable to a penalty orimprisonment. ‘The plaintiffs also made certain charges 
of picketing. The defendants contended that the words “house or other 
place’? muet mean 4 place frequented by the person in question and not a 
pubic place like a railway station or landing stage. ‘They also contended 
that merely going to mvet persons on their arrival at a place did not 
constitute *’a watwhing or besetting ’’ of such a place. 

Srimiinc, J.—'Vhe construction of the Conspiracy and Protection of 
Property Act, 1875, has Leen considered by the Court of Appeal in Lyons § 
Sons ¥. Wilkins (45 W. Tt. 19; 1896, 1 Ch, 811; 47 W. R. 291; 1890, 1 Ch. 
255). hat case decided (1) that ‘‘ watching or besetting’’ is unlawful 
within the meaning of section 7 (4) unless it is “in order morely to obtain 
or commanicate information”’ ; (2) that “* watching or besetting ’’ a house or 
ther place where workmen are 16 unlawful if done in order to compel a 
inaster to do or abstain from doing what he has a legal right to abstain from 
duing orto dy, Applying the law thus laid down to what took place on the 
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arrival of the steamer at Fleetwood, I think that the attendance of Walker 
and Wadsworth there was with a view to deprive the masters of the assist- 
ance of the workmen brought over from Ireland, and so to compel them 
to conduct their business in accordance with the views of the men. 
Secondly, I think that their attendance was not “in order merel 
to obtain or communicate information.’? They went there provided wi 
money which was used to send the Irish workmen to other places. I cannot 
doubt that they went there in order to hold out inducements to these men 
to go elsewhere, and that they did hold out such inducements; and attend- 
ing to hold out such inducements is, in my opinion, not within the proviso 
at the end of section 7 of the statute. The next question is whether the 
case is within sub-section 4, which prohibits watching or besetting “the 
house or place where” “a person resides or works or happens to be.’”’ It 
was known or suspected that workmen would land at Fleetwood on the 21st 
of February. Walker and Wadsworth went there and entered into com- 
munications with the men who landed. It seems to me that this 
was watching “‘a place where the workmen happened to be.” There 
is nothing in the statute about the duration cf the watching. It 
may be for a short time, and this appears to be indicated by 
the use of the word ‘‘attending’’ in the proviso. Nor is there 
anything in the statute to limit its operation to a place habitually fre- 
quented by the workman, such as the house where he resides or works; 
on the contrary the words “‘ place where he hap to be’’ seem to me to 
embrace any place where the workman is found, however casually. Lastly, 
are the defendants liable in respect of what was done at Fleetwood? None 
of them were personally present, but it was admitted that Walker and 
Wadsworth were sent by the men’s union, of which the defendants are 
officials. Each of the defendants has made an affidavit, but not one of them 
denies that he sanctioned the acts of Walker and Wadsworth, and the 
defendant Sutcliffe admits that the money with which Walker and 
Wadsworth were supplied came from him. In my opinion what was 
done at Fleetwood is contrary to the statute. His lordship then con- 
sidered the question of what was done at Halifax and said that on 
the evidence before him he was unable to come to the conclusion that 
the defendant Court had done more than communicate information. As 
to the charges of picketing, he considered that the evidence was too con- 
flicting to justify the granting of an interim injunction. An injunction was 
accordingly granted, limited to restraining the defendants from watching or 
besetting the landing stage at Fleetwood or any other place where any 
person employed or about to be employed by the plaintiffs or any of them 
might be brought for the purpose of inducing such person not to work.— 
CounseL, Upjohn, Q.O., and R. J. Parker ; Jenkins, Q.C., Godefroi, and W. L. 
Richards. Soxicirors, Helliwell § Co., for Jubb, Booth, § Helliwell, Halifax. 
Fielder § Fielder, for Wilkinson, Halifax. 


[Reported by J. I. Stimtinc, Barnster-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MARNEY ». SCOTT. Bigham, J. 1st and 7th March; 17th April. 


NucGiicence—-Sarr—Derective LAppER LEADING Down To THE HoLtp— 
VEssEL BEING LoADED By CHARTERER—ACCIDENT TO STEVEDORE’s 
LABOURER—LIABILITY oF CHARTERER. 


This was an action by a dock labourer who sought damages for personal 
injury caused by the alleged negligence of the defendant, the charterer of 
the steamship Senator. By charter-party dated the 4th of April, 1898, the 
Senator was chartered by the defendant for a voyage from London to Goole. 
The charter-party contained conditions to the effect that the vessel bein 
then in every way fitted for the proposed voyage, and tu be so maintain 
by owners with a full complement of officers, seamen, and crew adapted to a 
steamer of her class, should be placed under the direction of the charterer, to be 
by himemployed for the conveyance of lawful merchandize and passengersfrom 
London to Goole. The Senator was to dock on a certain day, and was to be 
loaded by noon onthe Wednesday following under a penalty of £30. The Senator 
entercd the dock on the day named in the contract, and for the purpose of 
getting the vessel loaded the defendant made a contract with a master steve- 
dore named White, and White engaged the plaintiff and others to assist him 
to load the vessel, The plaintiff was engaged in this work upon the Senator 
on the 5th of April of last year, when, upon attempting to pass down into 
the hold by an iron ladder, the upright supports of which should have been 
fastened both at the lower and upper ends, the ladder slipped and fell in 
consequence of not being properly secured, and the plaintiff received by the 
fall the injuries he sought compensation for. The plaintiff alleged that the 
not securing of the ladder amounted to negligence on the of one 
or other of the defendant's servants, and that the defendant, who admitted 
that he had gone on board the Senator after sho came into dock 
before the loadin began, but had made no inspection of the vessel to 

ve that the tackle and appliances were safe, was liable in damages for the 
consequences of the accident. In support of his contention that there was a 
duty cast upon the defendant to exercise reasonable care to ascortain 
whether the ladders and other appliances used in loading the vessel were 
safe and fitted for the work to be done, the following cases were cited : 
Francis v. Cockrell (L. R. 5 Q. B. 501), Holmes v. North-Eastern Railway 
(4 Ex, 254), Indermaur v. Dames (L. R.1 ©. P. 274), Caledonian Railway 
Co, v. Mulholland (14 Times L. R. 41), For the defendant it was contended 
that as he was merely the charterer of the vessel he could not be held 
responsible for any defect in the fitting up of the vessel, which he had no 
Treason to expect existed, and reliance was placed on the condition in tho 
charter-party above referred to—that the owners were to maintain the 
Vessel in the same stato as sho was when chartered—i.e., ‘staunch and strong 
and in overy way fitted for the voyage and service.” Tho rights of the 





plaintiff were founded on tort, not contract, and the defendant denied that the 


evidence shewed there had been any want of reasonable care on his part, by 
which if it had been exercised the accident would have been prevented. By 
the terms of the charter- the master and crew were the servants of the 
owners of the vessel, and not the servants of the charterer, and the owners 
were bound by the charter-party contract to keep the vessel in repair. The 
action was heard on the 1st of March, and the jury returned a verdict for the 
plaintiff with £220, the amount of damages that was agreed upon. 

7th of March the case came on for further consideration on points of law, 
and on the 17th of April judgment was given. 

Bicuam, J., said solaatenl must be entered for the plaintiff. The defend- 
ant had a reasonable opportunity of ascertaining whether the appliances 
provided for loading the vessel were safe, and the slightest examination 
would have shewn the defect in the ladder. He did not think that the 
mere fact that the defective state of the ladder was patent, as he thought it 
was, in the sense that a slight examination would have detected it, and that 
the defendant did nothing to remedy it would of itself have been sufficient to 
fix the defendant with breach of duty. He must have had—as he had—a 
reasonable opportunity of ascertaining that a defect existed, and if he ought 
to have known it, then his taking no steps either to have had the defect 
remedied or the plaintiff warned inst using the ladder as it then was 
rendered the defendant liable for negligence. The ladder in its then con- 
dition was really a trap, and taking the view tbat the slightest examination 
would have disclosed that fact, he must hold that the defendant had been 

uilty of a breach of duty which the law imposed on him as the employer of 
the plaintiff. The vessel had been placed at the defendant’s disposal, 
and it was in his “occupation”? for the ropes of loading. — It 
was not disputed that the plaintiff went on board at the defendant’s invita- 
tion and in the course of the work he was engaged to do, or that the ladder 
left unfastened was unsafe and that it caused the plaintiff to fall. For 
these reasons he gave judgment for the plaintiff, with costs, but stayed exe- 
cution on terms pending ,appeal.—CounseL, Cyril Dodd, Q.C., and Watson 
Moyses ; Rufus Isaac, Q.C., and Lennard. Soxscrrors, Lovett § Liddle ; 
Downing, Bolam, § Co. 

[Reported by Easxrxz Rem, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. ». ENTWISTLE AND ANOTHER (JUSTICES). Ex parie JONES. 
Div. Court. 15th April. 


Crmimnat Law—Fortune Tetumc—Intrention tro Decerve—VacRraxcy 
Act, 1824 (5 Geo. 4, c. 83), s. 4 


In this case a rule wisi for certiorari had been obtained to bring up to be 
quashed a conviction against Georgina, alias Emily, Jones for unlawfally 
pretending to tell fortunes, on the ground that the indictment was not in 
proper form. Counsel in shewing cause said he appeared for the Manchester 
justices and that the proceedings were taken under section 4 of the Act of 
5 Geo. 4, c. 83, which set out a list of who might be convicted as 
rogues and vagabonds, and amongst them being “ persons pretending or 

rofessing to tell fortunes, by palmistry, by using any subtle craft, means or 
- a or otherwise, to deceive or impose on any of His Majesty's subjects. 
The question in this case was whether the words “‘ to deceive or impose on” 
applied only to palmistry or other subtle devices, or was applicable also to 
the offence of fortune telling. He submitted that the conviction was not bad 
merely because there had been an omission to the woman with telling 
fortunes with intent to impose upon or deceive, and he argued that the 
charge of “ professing or pretending to tell fortunes”’ implied the offence of 
attempting to impose upon or deceive somebody, because no one could 
possibly foresee the future, and to pretend to anyone that this could be done 
was an attempt to deceive or impose upon that person's credulity. The con- 
viction ought to stand, and even if the court should think otherwise then 
the indictment should be amended under section 7 of Baines’ Act 
(12 & 13 Vict. c. 45). There was only one Scotch case the decision 
in which was decidedly against his contention, that was the case of Lee 
v. Neilson (23 Rettie, 4th series, Court of Justiciary 77). He relied on 
the cases of Monck v. Hilton (2 Ex. D. 268) and Penny v. Hanson 
(18 Q. B. D. 478). These supported his submission that the words of the 
section, ‘‘ intent to deceive or impose upon,” were covered by the words of 
the indictment, “pretending or professing to tell fortunes.’’ Counsel in 
support of the rule being made absolute referred to Rez. v. Padbury (5 Q. B.D. 
126), Rey. v. Kay (L. R. 8 Q. B. 324), and Rey. v. Higham (26 L. J. M. C. 
116), and said that the case of Lee v. Neilson (ante) was the only decision 
directly in point, and that the English cases quoted were mere oditer dicta. 

Tus Covert (Dartine and CuannEut, JJ.) held that the statement that 
the woman was convicted of professing or pretending to tell fortunes was 
sufficient, without anything further being stated, for it implied that she had 
done so with the intention of deceiving or imposing upon people. The 
information was therefore perfectly good and the conviction must stand. Rale 
discharged.—CovnseL, W.C. Ryd; Perks. Sovicrrors, dustin ¢ .tustin, for 
Thomas Hudson, Manchester ; Jaques § Co., for Dodson § Co., Stainland, near 
Halifax. 

Reported by Easxuxs Rero, Barrister-at-Law.) 


SWEETLAND ¢. TURKISH CIGARETTE CO. Div. Court. Lith April. 


County Court—Pxactrce—Orper as TO Parusnr or Costs Vanmp sy 
Jvuper on Sunswausnr Arriication or Unsvocnssrvt Party —JURISDiction 
—ArreaL—Proumirion, 

Appeal by the defendant from an order of bis Honour Judge Stonor 
sitting at the Brompton County Court. The action was brought to recover 
£50 claimed as damages from the defendant for putting in an alleged 
wrongful execution upon the goods of the plaintiff. The defendan: paid 
$5 into court with a denial of liability, together with a sum represeating & 

»portion of costs on that amount. The action was heard on the Sch of 
ember, 1898, and the jury found for the plaintiff with £) damages 



















































































.An application was then made by the plaintiff for a new trial on the 
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and on that finding judgment was entered for the defendant with costs. 


ground of the inadequacy of the damages, but this application was refused. 
Un the 22nd of December the plaintiff made an application on notice to the 
learned judge to vary his order of-the 9th of December as to costs, on the 
ground that at the trial it was’ not mentioned -that the payment of the 
£5 into court was made with a denial of the defendant’s liability. Upon 
this application the learned judge varied the form of his order of the 9th of 
December into ‘‘ judgment for the plaintiff; no costs to either side.’’ 
Against this order the defendant os aang to the Divisional Court, and 
contended that the county court judge having entered judgment in his 
favour had no jurisdiction to set that order aside on the application of the 
other party. For the plaintiff counsel submitted that, whether the 
contention of the defendant was good or bad, it raised a question that the 
Divisional Court had only jurisdiction to deal with on prohibition. If the 
defendant had any remedy it was not by way of appeal to the Divisional 
Court, and therefore, the present proceedings being ill-founded, the appeal 
ought to be dismissed with costs. 

Tue Court (Dariine and Cxanneii, JJ.) held that whether the judge 
would have had jurisdiction at the conclusion of the trial to have made 
such an order as he made on the 22nd of December was, in their opinion, 
a doubtful question, but as it was unnecessary for the purpo:e of disposing 
of this appeal to determine it, they purposely refrained from doing so. It 
was perfectly clear that the order of the 9th of December was the order 
that the learned judge h:d then intended to make, and the fact that on a 
subsequent application of one of the parties something had been said which 
ted him to alter the view he had previou-ly taken of the matter and had 
embodied in the first order, gave him no jurisdiction to re-try the case and 
make a new and different order as to costs. Even assuming that this was 
@ case in which a writ of prohibition could rightly have issued, that fact of 
itself in no way, in their opinion, deprived the defendant of his right to 
bring the matter before that court by way of appeal. That was clearly 
laid down in Barker v. Palmer (8 Q. B. Div. 9). The defendant’s appeal, 
therefore, would be allowed with costs.—Covunse1, Lewis Thomas ; Rocking- 
him Gill. Soutcrtorns, Armitage & Strouts ; Gill § Sons. 

[Reported by Exsstsz Rzip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SYKES & SON v. SOWERBY DISTRICT COUNCIL. Div. Court. 13th April. 


Postic Heattun—Sewer—Sewer Mane ror Prorir—Pusric Heattu Act, 
1875 (388 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 13, suB-sxcTion 1. 


This case was an appeal from the Halifax County Court and involved a 
question a3 to what constitutes a sewer made for profit within section 13, 
sub-section 1, of the Public Hedith Act, 1875. The plaintiffs in the action 
Were quarry owners. There was a lane above their quarry down which 
weter used to flow and, ultimately, to enter the quarry. In order to 
prevent this the plaintiffs cons‘ructed a drain or sewer which carried the 
water into the main sewer belonging to the defendants. Subsequently it 
became necessary for the defendants to drein certain cottages which stood 
near the sewer constructed by the plaintiffs, and the defendants connected 
t:e drains of the cottages with it. The result was that in times 
of flood part of the water flowed back into the plaintiffs’ quarry. 
The action was brought for an injunction restraining the defendants 
from draining into the sewir made by the plaintiffs. The defendants 
pleaded that the sewer in question belonged to them, and not to the 
plaintiffs, baving become vested in them by virtue of section 13 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875. The plaintiffs replied that the sewer was 
exempt from the operation of the vesting clause, it having been con- 
stracted by them for profit within the meaning of sub-section 1 of section 
13. The county court judge granted the injunction. Section 13 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, provides as follows: ‘‘ All existing and future 
sewers within the district of a local authority, together with all buildings, 
works, materials, and things belonging thereto, except (1) sewers made by 
any person for his own profit, or by any company for the profit of the 
shareholders; . . . shall vest in and be under the control of such 
local authority.’’ On behalf of the defendants it was contended that the 
sewer was not constructed for profit, but for the mere purpose of getting 
rid of water, and that the sewer, if it increaced the value of the quarry, 
only did so in the way that all drainage of houses or land increased the 
value. The foliowing cases were cited: Acton Local Board vy. Batten (28 
C. D. 283), Bonellay. Twickenham Local Board (18 Q. B. D. 577), Ferrand v. 
Halas Land and Building Co. (1893, 2 Q. B. 135), Croysdale v. Sunbury-on- | 
Thames Urban District Council (1898, 2 Ch. 515), Minehead Local Board v. 
Lutiedl (1894, 2 Ch. 178). It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs | 
that the sewer was one made for profit within the exception. 

Tur Covet (Danirsc and Cuanmecy, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Datise, J., eaid that in allowing the appeal he did so after much | 





had had great difficulty ia reconciling some of the | 
decisions with the words of the Act. He had, however, come to the 
conclusion that the zewer made by the plaintiffs was not one made by 
them for their own profit within sub-section 1 of section 13. It appeared | 
that it was a sewer made to prevent water which came down a lane from | 
running into the plaintiffs’ quarry. If the water were allowed to enter | 
the quarry it would cost more to work the quarry than if it were excluded. | 
It did not sppear that the sewer was directly profitable, because what was | 
brougat on to the land by it was not sold at a profit, but that 
the water which came into the quarry was detrimental to the working | 
aA it there could be no doubt. If instead of preventing the | 
water entering the quarry, the plaintiffs had allowed it to enter | 
en4 had ud « pumping-engine to pump it out, it would have | 


a restricted meaning had been put upon the word “‘ profit ’’ by the cases. 
In Ferrand v. Hallas Smith, L.J., said that if a sewer made for draining 
premises, and for no other purpose (as in that case), were to b2 held to be 
an exception to the provisions of section 13, the result would be that the 
exceptions would eat up the rule. So also in this case, if this sewer were to 
be held to be an exception, the exceptions would eat up the rule. Such an 
interpretation would give to the word ‘‘ profit’? the same meaning as 
benefit. Therefore a more restricted meaning must be given to the word. 
In Minehead Loca! Board vy. Luttrell a distinction was drawn between 
a direct and an indirect benefit. Here the sewer did not confer 
a direct benefit, but only an indirect, and was therefore not 
within the exception. The decision mostly in favour of the plaintiff's 
contention was Croysdale v. Sunbury-on- Thames Urban District Council, where 
Stirling, J., said: ‘‘ When the object of making the sewer is not sanitary 
or ordinary drainage purposes, but to enable the land to be occupied more 
profitably, or to avoid an expenditure which would otherwise be incurred 
in order that the occupation might be equally beneficial, it seems to me 
that the sewer is made for the profit of the occupier.’’ If those words 
were taken alone they were amply wide enough to cover this case, because 
the sewer was not made for a mere sanitary purpose or for drainage only. 
It was made in order to avoid an expenditure which would otherwise have 
had to be incurred. But Stirling, J., was dealing with a cave of a man 
conveying water to a gravel pit, not to get rid of it, but in order to form a 
pond for watering his cattle. He thereby obviated the expenditure, which 
he would otherwise have had to incur, of providing water for the cattle. 
But in that case the water was to be consumed, so that though the words 
used by Stirling, J., seemed to cover the present case, yet having regard to 
the facts of the case under consideration they could not be considered as an 


authority. 
Cuanne.t, J , said that he was of the same opinion and for the same 
reasons. ‘Tie vases had decided that in this exception to section 13 


‘* profit’? means not money profit, but some advantage other than that 
derived from using a sewer or drain as a sewer or drain simply. To take 
away sewage and to take away water co that it might not interfere with 
the use of land or premises—those were the ordinary purposes of a sewer. 
The cases seemed to say that if the sewer was made for the ordinary 
purposes it was not e for profit within the exception. It was clear 
that the cases laid down that carrying sewage was not ‘within the 
exception, and as the term sewer applied equally to pipes carrying away 
water as to those carrying away sewage, it was impossible to distinguish 
this case from those referred to.—Counsei, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 
Waugh ; Butcher, Q.C., and Byrne. Soxtcrrors, Jubb, Booth, § Heliwell, 
Halifax ; Longbotham § Sons, Halifax. 
[Reported by C. G. Wirpaanam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BROWN v. PATCH. Div. Court. 13th April. 


Gaminc—P.iace Usep ror Berrinc—Berrinc Hovses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 
Vier. o. 119), s. 1. 


This was @ case stated by justices of Blandford, and involved a que:tion 
as to what constituted using a place for betting within the meaning of the 
Betting Houges Act, 1853. The respondent was summoned for unlawfully 
using an enclosure known as the Larmer Tree Grounds, in Farnham, for 
the purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto. The following 
facts were proved: In the parish of Farnham, in the county of Dorset, are 
situated certain enclosed grounds known as the Larmer Tree Grounds. 
Once a year a meeting for horse-races is held in these grounds by per- 
mission of the owner. On the 8th of September, 1897, a race meeting 
was held in the grounds, at which several thousands of persons 
were present, among them being some six bookmakers, or profes- 
sional betting men, with their clerks. All these persons, including 
the bookmakers and their clerks, were admitted without payment to 
all parts of the land outside the stands. The respondent is a 
bookmaker, and he entered the Larmer Tree Grounds with his clerk 
about 12.30 p.m. on the 8th of September, 1897. The two men erected on 
the ground a structure of which the following is a description: It was 
made of bamboo cane, with four legs or supports, two in front and two at 
the back, fastened together in front. It was 5ft. or 6ft. high from the 
ground to the top. On the top of this structure there was a board on 
which was painted in gilt letters the words, ‘‘ Bob Patch, London. Allin 
run or not; pay first past the post.” Below the board was a canvas 
screen or banner some distance off the ground, and the words ‘‘ Bob 


| Patch, London,’ were on the canvas. The respondent had a wooden box 


or stool close to the right-hand side of the structure. From time to time 
duriog the day the respondent stood on the box or stool and shouted the 
odds against the different horses or bicycli+ts running in the different races, 
and invited all persons present to bet with him, and from time to time 
wrote on the board before referred to the odds offered against the different 
horzes and bicyclists. When a bet was made the backer paid the amount 


| to the respondent, and the respondent or his clerk, who stood by him on 


the ground, wrote down the bet in a book, and a ticket was given to the 
person making the bet. After the race was over the person who made the bet 
would be paid, if the horse he had backed had won the race, upon presenting 
the ticket. During the whole time the racing continue the respondent's 
structure remained in the position, and on the particular part of the grounds, 
in which it was first placed. There was nothing surrounding the structure, 
whether for the pu of excluding the public or for any other purpose, 
and the respondent no exclusive right of user of any portion of the 
grounds. Other bookmakers erected similar structures ay conducted a 
betting business in a similar manner. The justices dismissed the 


beea difficolt to say that they did not use the pump for profit; | sammons. Section 1 of the Betting Houses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 
and it was difficult to se how what was true of the pump was/| 119), provides: “No house, office, room, or other place shall be opened, 


Bot also true of the sever. The only anewet to the difficulty was that | kept, or used for the purpose of the owner, occupler, or keepor thereof, 
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or any person using the same . . . betting with persons resorting 
thereto.”’ Section 3 imposes a penalty upon any person who, being the 
owner or occupier of any such house, office, room, or other place, or 
person using the same, shall » Se keep, or use the same for the pur- 
poses therembefore mentioned. It was contended, on behalf of the 
appellant, that the respondent ought to have been convicted, in- 
asmuch as he used the place occupied by the structure erected by 
him for the purpose of conducting the business of betting there. 
Bows v. Fenwick (L. R. 9 CO. P. 339), Liddell v. Lofthouse (1896, 1 
Q. B. 96), and Shaw v. Morley (L. R. 8 Exch. 137) were relied on. 
On behalf of the respondent it was contended that the facts of the case 
were identical with those in Galloway v. Maries (8 Q. B. D. 275), in which it 
was held that a box on which the bookmaker stood was a place within the 
meaning of the Act, and that as that case had been overruled by the House 
of Lords in Powell v. Kempton Park R se Co , the justices were right in 
dismissing the summons in the present case. The termsof the Act shew, 
it was argued, that in order to bring a bookmaker within the purview 
of the Act it must be shewn that the place used by him was some circum- 
scribed area, and one to which persons could resort and within which they 
could congregate. 

Tue Court (Dariine and Cnannett, JJ.) allowed the appeal and 
remitted the case to the justices to convict. 

DaruinG, J., said that it was argued that the respondent did not use a 
place for the purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto, and 
Galloway v. Maries was referred to. Butquite recently, in the case of Powell 
v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co., all the cases on the subject were reviewed. 
Some of these had emerged as good law. Among them were Liddell v. 
Lofthouse, Bows y, Fenwick, and Shaw v. Morley. In Powell v. Kempton 
Park Racecourse Co, Lord James of Hereford had said that to constitute the 
offence under section 3 there must be a definite localization of the business 
of betting, and the Lord Chancellor had said that the place must be 
sufficiently definite in which the business of betting was carried on. He 
would not attempt a definition of a place, but, having regard to the 
expressions used by these two learned lords, he thought this court ought to 
say that the magistrates ought to have drawn the inference in this case 
that the place used by the respondent was a place within the meaning of 
the Act, either as being sufficiently defined or on the ground that there was 
a definite localization of the place where business was carried on. The 
respondent had localized his business, and had thereby converted the spot 
on which he stood into a place within the meaning of the Act. It was not 
necessary that the place should have aroof or fixed boundaries. The 
respondent had put up a structure with four posts, bearing the an- 
nouncement that he would be there ready to bet with anyone who came 
to him. He went further. He took a stool and there stood and carried 
on the business of betting. Hedid not put upasign and then walk about. 
His announcement was not to say where he could be found; but he 
actually stood close to the structure. The respondent ought to have 
been convicted. 

CHANNBLL, J., said that he agreed. The law was fairly well settled. 
There was no difficulty as to what the law was. The difficulty was in 
applying it. It had now, at any rate—if it was ever in doubt—become 
perfectly clear that the statute was directed against betting places and not 
against betting men. It was also clear that the law did not prohibit 
persons going to a place and betting with each other, nor did it prohibit 
a person keeping a place for the purpose of going there to bet 
with each other; but what it did probibit was that a person should keep 
a soe that persons might come to him there and bet with him. The Lord 
Chancellor had said that it was not what was a place that was important, 
but what was the user of the place. Although it was true that a “ place’’ 
had to be something ejusdem generis with a house or office, yet the 
analogy was to be in the way of the user of it rather then in the 
actual place itself. The judgments in the House of Lords brought out 
clearly all these points—especially that of Lord James of Hereford. The 
question was whether the business was localized. Let it be assumed that 
&@ man used apparatus, were it a board or what not; that apparatus 
might be used for one of two purposes. It might be used to 
identify himself ; if it were so used, it would not localize his business 
and would not bring him within the Act; but it might also be used 
for the purpose of indicating the place where he carried on his business. 
In that case it became important. So that in each case it was necessary to 
look at the facts and see whether the man was using his apparatus to 
indicate merely that he was pre to bet, or whether he was using it to 
indicate that there was a place to which people were invited to come and 
bet with him. Though it was useful to see what view other judges had 
taken upon given facts, yet it was no binding decision when a judge from 
certain facts drew an inference. Here the facts were sufficient to support 
the inference that the respondent did not say simply, ‘‘I am aman 
prepared to bet with anyone,’’ but that he did say in effect, *‘ I am carrying 
on business here—in this place.’’ If they drew that inference the case 
clearly came within those cases which were held to be good law. On the 
other hand, if they did not draw that inference, the case would fall withia 
the other class of cases. He was guided by the judgment in Bows v. 
Fenwick, and thought, on the facts of this case, that the respondent’s 
business of betting was localized.—Covunssx, Clavell Salter ; Stutfield and 
H. S. Cautley. Boxtcrrons, Le Brasseur § Oakley ; Lumley § Lumley. 


[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





STANFORD v. WILLIAMS. Div. Court. 14th April. 


Parocuta, Exuorion—VestrymMan—Restpsnce—Loparr—Locat Govern- 
MENT Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c, 73), 88, 23 (2), 46 (8). 
Case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate — an information 
preferred by the appellant against the respondent un 


er s.ction 46 (8) of 








the Local Government Act, 1894, charging him with unlawfully acting as 


a vestryman for the parish of Lewisham on the Ist of June, 1898, not being 
registered as a parochial elector within the parish during the whole of the 
twelve months preceding his election, which took place on the 17th of May 
of that year. e facts stated on the case were shortly as follow: At the 
date of the election the respondent was not a parochial elector for the 
parish of Lewisham—that was to say, his name was not in either the Local 
Government nor Parliamentary ter of electors relating to the said 
parish. The respondent had, with his wife and household, for some years 
prior to the date of the present p lived at a house knowa as the 
** Lawns,’’ Barge:s Hill, Sussex, but having for several years taken an 
interest in the doings of the Lewisham Vestry and District Board, of which 
he was a member, he habitually stayed, if detained late at Lewisham, at the 
house ofa friend—a Mr. Beetun—which was situated within the h. In 
1896, being desirous of obtaining a qualification as a parochial elector or 
resident in Lewisham, and for his own personal concern and convenience, he 
agreed with Mr. Beeton to let him a bedroom for 15s.a week. The magis- 
trate found that the respondent took this room, not solely for the purposes 
of obtaining a qualification, but also for matters of personal convenience, 
and that the room was let bond fide to him at a fair rental. He held that 
the respondent’s qualification was established, and accordingly dismissed the 
information. Section 23 (2) of the Local Government Act, 1894, enacts 
with regard to an urban district not a borough, as follows: ‘‘ A person shall 
not be qualified to be elected or to be a councillor unless he is a ial 
elector of some parish within the district, or has during the whole of the 
twelve months preceding the election resided in the district.” Section 46 
(8) enacts that if any person acts when disqualified, he shall be liable to a 
penalty not exceeding £20. The appellant contended that the respondent 
on these enactments was disqualified and that his election should be 
declared void. To reside meant to live or dwell at or in a particular place, 
and a man could not dwell at two places at one and the same time: Kerr 
v. Haynes (29 L. J. Q. B. = The respondent’s dwelling-house during 
the time in question was clearly his house at Burgess Hill. For the 
respondent it was submitted that he had in fact ‘‘resided’’ in Lewisham 
during the whole of the qualifying period. The magistrate found that 
during the period of twelve months preceding the 17th of May, 1898, the 
respondent was only absent on pleasure or business during the month of 
August, 1897; for some two or weeks in January, 1898, and for six 
weeks in the spring, when he went to America. During the month of 
August, 1897, the Beetons also went away and the house was closed. With 
these exceptions, however, the respondent occupied the room on an aver 
three nights a week during the whole of the period from May, 1897, to- 
May, 1898, and had on no occasion during any of his absences abandoned 
his intention of returning and resuming the use of the room. He had a 
right to go to his room in Mr. Beeton’s house at any time, and was 
provided with a latch-key. A could perfectly well have two places 
of residence: Bond vy. The Overseers of St. George’s, Hanover-square (L. R. 
6 C. P. 312). 

Tur Covrr (Dartixe and Cuannett, JJ.) held that the magistrate was 
right in dismissing the information. It was not intended in the Local 
Government Act, 1894, to alter the qualification of residence as it already 
existed under the provisions of other Acts, and for example uader the 
Poor Law Acts. Because it pleased a man to go away for a holiday, his 
temporary absence, if he went away with a full intention of returning, 
did not break his qualification of residence at a particular place during 
that year. Appeal dismissed.—Counser, R. M. Bray, Q.C., and Horace 
Hiller ; Horace Avory. Soxtcrrors, Lewis Stroud ; W. W. Young & Son. 


(Reported by Ensxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law.! 


THE OWNER OF NO, 238, OLD FORD-ROAD v. FOOT. Div. Court. 
12th April. 
Merrrorotis—Sewer—Dram—Lianiiity to Reparp—Drainacr ny Com- 
BINED OpERATION—ORDER OF Vestry —Deviation rrom Pian SANcrioneD 
—Merrorotis Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vier. ec. 120), s. 250. 


This case involved questions under section 250 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855, which defined the words sewer and drain as used 
in that Act. The appellant was summoned to abate a nuisance which had 
arisen in connection with the drainage of his house. The nuisance was 
admitted, but the appellant contended in answer to the summons that the 
pipe whence the nuisance arose was a sewer repairable by the vestry and 
not a drain re ble by himself. It was proved that the register 
containing applications to the vestry by persons desirous of draini 
houses by a combined operation contained a plan relating to the house in 
question and to other houses adjoining belonging to the same owner and 
shewing the proposed scheme of combined operation. The plan was signed 
by the surveyor and dated the 27th of June, 1879. The register contained no 
formal order of the vestry approving of the plan, but it was the practice to 
treat a plan so signed as being —— without drawing up a formal order. 
On the plan was shewn a pipe w passed under the house adjoining No. 
238 draining eleven other houses. It was found that the pipe under No. 
238, whence the nuisance arose, had been substituted for the pipe shewn on 
the plan. The effect of the alteration was to get rid of a bend which the 
pipe would otherwise have made, and so to give it a better flow. The 
all also was increased, as by its new course the pipe entered the main 
sewer at a point lower down. There was no’ 
that this alteration was sanctioned by the vestry. e magistrate held that 
the pipe was a drain within section 250 of the Metropolis Management 
Act, 1855, for which the appellant was responsible, and made the order. 
Section 250 provides: ‘‘Tne word ‘drain’ shall mean and inclade any 
drain of and used for the drainage of one building only, . . . and 
shall also include any drain for ning any group or block of houses by 
acombived operation woder the orderof any vestry or district board ; and the 


on the register to shew 
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word ‘sewer’ shall mean and include sewers and drains of every descrip- 
tion, except drains to which the word drain, interpreted as aforesaid, applies.” 
It was contended on behalf of the appellant that no ‘‘order’’ was made 
by the vestry for the combined operation and that the pipe in question was 
therefore a sewer and not a drain—see Vestry of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green, 
v. London School Board (1898, A, C. 190)—and further, that assuming that 
the order was made, and that the pipe became a drain, the deviation from 
the authorized plan operated to convert it into a sewer: see Kershaw v. 
Taylor (1895, 2 Q. B. 471), and Geen v. Vestry of St. Mary, Newington 
(1898, 2Q. B. 1). On behalf of the respondent it was contended that there 
was an order of the vestry and that such order being a sanction for a 
system of drainage and not for a particular line of pipes did not cease to 
affect the status of the pipe when a slight deviation of the course of a pipe 
took place. 

Tue Covert (Dariixe and Cxannett, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Daruine, J., said that they were asked to decide whether the magistrate 
was right in holding that the pipe in question was a drain and not a sewer. 
The question arose mainly under section 250 of the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Act, 1855. That section provided that, besides ordinary drains, 
other things were to be included in the definition of ‘‘ drains’’—namely, 
pipes receiving the drainage of a group of houses under a combined 
operation sanctioned by the vestry. Here it was said by the respondent 
that the pipe was a drain because it drained a group of houses 
by a combined operation under the order of the vestry. It did drain 
@ group of houses. Was the system of drainage constructed under the 
order of the vestry? The plans were deposited and signed by the 
surveyor, but no formal order was made by the vestry. It was proved, 
however, that it was not the practice to make an order, but to consider 
the signature of the surveyor as the order. It was only necessary to refer 
to Geen v. Vestry of St. Mary, Newington to see that the inage was, 
under the circumstances, constructed under the order of the vestry. It 
was said, however, that the operation was not carried out in accordance 
with the plan, and that the position of one of the pipes—the pipe in 
question—was altered. But it further appeared that the pipe woul have 
drained precisely the same number of houses in whichever position it was 
laid, and the cases cited to shew that such an alteration operated to make 
the pipe a sewer and not a drain were not cases of a mere slight deviation, 
euch as this was, but were cases where the group of houses which drained 
into the pipe was interfered with’so that more houses were made by the 
alteration to drain into it than before. If here another house had been 
added to those already draining into the pipe, their lordships’ decision 
might have been different. But here the only effect of the alteration was, 
by straightening the course of the pipe, to improve the flow and to increase 
the fall. The alteration in no way changed the character of the pipe, and 
the pipe in fact remained practically the same as before. The alteration 
was made obviously for the sake of convenience. So long as the scheme 
was practically the same as that laid down in the order, a deviation of a 
foot or two in the course of one of the pipes did not matter. This pipe 
was a drain originally, and it remained «0. The appeal must therefore be 


CuanseLt, J., said that by the definition in section 250 there was taken 
out of the term sewer not only ordinary drains, but also pipes which 
drained a group of houses by a combined operation effected under the 
order of the vestry. When such an order was obtained the pipes became 
drains of the separate houses in which they were situated. There was just 
as much power in the owner of the whole group of houses, where they 
belonged to one owner, as there would be in each of the owners, where 
they were owned separately, to alter the course of the drains if it was con- 
venient for him todo so. In this case it was not known whether the 
alteration was made at the time of the order or afterwards. Whichever 
was the case, the alteration did not turn the pipe into a sewer. None of 
the cases cited chewed thatit would be 20. The casescited as shewing that 
a deviation changed the character of the pipe were all cases in which an 
addition had been made to the group of houses drained. Here there was 
an order to drain a group of houses, and no addition had been made to 
that group.—Covnse., Packard; Arory. Soxrscrroxns, Stanley Evans & Co. ; 
Richard Vess. 

‘ Reported by C. G. Witveanam, Barrister-at-Law. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
mecting, held the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
wxiety should be held in January and April, I am directed to intorm you 
that a special general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the Hall of the Society on Friday, the 28th inst., at two o’clock 
precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned : 

eB Mestox will move: ‘That it would be a convenience to 
whicitors practising in London, if arrangements were made for the issue of 
awl Metropolitan county court process at the central office of the High 
Coust 24 well as at the county courts.” , 

Mr. Cuas. Foun will move: “ That the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom in special general meeting asembled records its 
sstisfactiom a* the co-operation between the governing body of the society 
and the Inne «f the Court in favour of the efforts which are being made to 
secure & thortening of the Long Vacation, end in favour of the appointment 
A additional judges of the High Court of Justice, and trusts that in the 
interest A the due administration of ju-tice these united efforts will prove 


euccevstul ; and this mecting directs that 4 copy of this resolution sha'l be 





sent to the Lord Chancellor, the Lerd Chief Justice of England, the Prime 
Minister, and the Attorney-General.”’ 

Mr. W. E. Harr will ask: ‘‘ Whether the Council has had any com- 
munication, and if so what, with the commissioners appointed by the 
University of London Act, 1898, and what steps, if any, the Council 
ae to take to assist the University authorities, with regard to the 
aw faculty of the new teaching University.” , 

Mr. Harvey Currron will move: ‘‘ That the Incorporated Law Society 
(U.K.) be requested to take the necessary steps to make it impossible for 
any person other than a solicitor (present holders excepted) to occupy any 
— bearing the name or involving the performance of the duties of a 
solicitor.’’ 





THE BAR MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the bar was held on Tuesday. Sir 
Epwarp CiarkE, Q.C., took the chair. 

The Cuarmman, in moving the adoption of the report, expressed regret 
at the absence of the Attorney-General and the Nolicitor-General, who 
were unable to attend. He desired to express the sense entertained by the 
council and the profession of the loss sustained by the death of Mr. J. P. 
Aspinall, Q.C. They would all desire to congratulate Mr. Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., on his promotion. All at the bar and in the House of Commons 
were glad that their former chairman had been raised to the bench. 

Mr. Levert, Q.C., seconded the motion, which was carried. 

Mr. Crump, Q.C., said that the Barristers’ Benevolent Association had 
been sadly crippled in funds, and was in a humiliating position as com- 
swe with the Solicitors’ Benevolent Fund and the United Law Clerks’ 

iety. Each of those two societies had about £50,000 capital and £10,000 
income, whereas the Barristers’ Benevolent Association only had about 
£1,500 a year. The amount available was shockingly inadequate, and the 
association had been compelled to encroach on invested funds to about 
£700 or £800. In several other years the association had been compelled 
to fall back on capital for the relief of necessitous members of the pro- 
fession and their relations. He moved ‘‘That this meeting of the bar 
recommends that the General Council of the Bar undertake to co-operate 
with the Barristers’ Benevolent Association for the purpose of placing 
upon a satisfactory basis the collection and distribution of the charitable 
funds of the profession.’’ 

Mr. Recinatp Brown, Q.C., seconded the motion. 

Mr. Leverr, Q.C., said he had served on the Barristers’ Benevolent 
Association for fifteen years. He agreed that the whole profession should 
come to the association’s help. But it was a condition of the fund that 
strict secrecy should be observed and careful inquiry made into each case ; 
and on any other system the money at the disposal of the association could 
not be properly distributed. There could be no objection to the council’s 
nominating one or two of its members to assist the Benevolent Association, 
but the two bodies were of an entirely different character and had different 
functions to discharge. 

Lord Rosert Cxecrt deprecated a division on the subject: and suggested 
that the resolution should be modified to the effect that the Bar Council 
should consider means of possible co-operation with the Benevolent 
Association. 

The Hon. Joun Mansrretp seconded Lord R. Cecil’s amendment. 

The amendment in its final form was carried without dissent. 

Mr. Bosanavet, Q.C., moved, and Mr. WarrincTon, Q.C., seconded, a 
vote of thanks to Mr. Grosvenor Woods, Q.C. (who was retiring), Mr. 
Kenyon Parker, and Mr. Bremner for acting as auditors. The motion was 
carried, and Mr. Phipson Beale, Q.C., was appointed auditor in Mr. 
Grosvenor Woods’s place. 

A _ of thanks was also passed to the scrutineers in the election of the 
council. 

Mr. Carson, Q.C., moved, and Mr. Joseru Watton, Q.C., seconded, a 
vote of thanks to Sir Edward Clarke, Mr. Walton, Q.C., observing that 
their chairman deserved their admiration for having refused to be bound 
by the trammels which restricted and eo largely withdrew from contact 
with the profession the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General. 

Sir Epwarp Ciarxe briefly acknowledged the compliment. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

April 17.—Mr. C. Kains-Jackson moved: ‘ That the principle of State- 
Aided Old Age Pensions is unsound, and the application thereof 
undesirable.’ Mr. W. 8. Sherrington opposed, and was followed by 
Messrs. Drew, Richardson, Kirby, Davey, Matthews, and Hubbard. The 
motion was carried. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Haty Worruam, solicitor, of Royston. 
He was admitted in 1844, and was clerk to the magistrates for the Division 
of Udeey, and clerk to the Cambridge County Council. 





APPOINTMENTS, 
Mr. Hanny T. Eve, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Lord Justice Chitty. 
Mr. F, L. Frmmisovn, barrister, hes been elected a representative of 
Gray’ e-inn on the Joint Board of Examiners of Candidates for Admission 
to the Bar, in place of Dr. T’. M. Stevens, deceased. 
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CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DISSOLUTION. 


Joun Wrt11am Borsrorp and Caartes Wiwrrnny Kino, solicitors 
(Botsford & King), March and Wisbech. April 3. [ Gazette, April 18. 





GENERAL. 


The Lord Chief Justice has accepted the presidency of the Society of 
Comparative Legislation, in the place of the late Lord Herschell. 


Messrs. Clapham, Fitch, &Co., Solicitors, have removed to their new offices, 
rebuilt on the site of the old ones, 15, Devonshire-square, London, E.C. 


Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice Darling, Mr. Justice Channell, and 
Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.C., have intimated their intention of 
being present at the annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society on the Ist of 
May, at the Trocadero Restaurant, to meet the United States Ambassador 
and the Lord Chief Justice. 


California has, says the Albany Law Journal, enacted a statute which 
makes several innovations in the law of libel. It requires that any news- 
paper article reflecting upon the character or integrity of any living 
person, or upon the memory of anyone dead, must carry the signature of 
the writer. News agency articles, however, are exempt. 


As Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy was driving to the Law Courts in his 
carriage on Saturday in last week, accompanied by his daughter, the 
horse slipped and fell in Holborn, with the result that a loaded van im- 
mediately bebind crashed into the carriage and an omnibus also came into 
collision with it. The three vehicles were so inextricably mixed up that 
traffic was delayed both ways for some time. His lordship and Miss 
Cozens-Hardy fortunately escaped without serious injury, though they 
were naturally alarmed. The judge went on foot to the courts. 


In the House of Lords on Tuesday the Supreme Court (Appeals) Bill 
passed through Committee, the Lord Ohancellor explaming that its 
object was to facilitate the hearing of appeals in the Court of Appeal by 
two judges. At present appeals could be so heard by consent of the 
parties, but in that ca‘e the right of further appeal to the House of Lords 
was barred. The result was that suitors who otherwise would be willing 
to consent to a hearing before two judges declined, and some inconvenience 
had ensued. The present Bill was designed to preserve the right of 
further appeal to the House of Lords in cases where two judges had by 
consent of the parties heard the case in the Appeal Court. 


Tn his address at the annual meeting of the Gray’s-imn Moot Society, on 
the 13th inst, the Lord Chief Justice said that he had practised more or less 
at the bar for forty years, and had gone about the courts with his ears 
open and his eyes not shut, and seen a great deal to admire and a great 
deal not to admire. An argument should be clear, should be simple, 
direct, and fair. The judicial faculty should be cultivated, if present, to 
judge their own and their opponent’s cases, to make up their minds what 
were their own weak points and what were their strong points, and look 
at their adversary’s case in the same way, and mass their strength on what 
they determined to bethe turning-point of the case. Lord Justice Mellish, 
the best arguer in Banc he had ever known, cited cases and was brief in 
hisargument. Mr, Justice Coleridge took his son, afterwards Lord Coleridge, 
to see one of the most distinguished lawyers of our generation, Sir 
William Follit, and, announcing that his son was going to the bar, said, 
“Perhaps you can give him a word or two of advice.’? Sir William said, 
“Yes, 1 think I can. When you are stating your own case never forget 
also to state your adversary’s case,’’ and, he added, rather shrewdly, “for 
probably you would be able to state it less favourably than he would.’’ 
They should avoid the ‘“‘plunge into the cases” style of argument, 
deserting the case in hand for cases in books and the ‘‘ promissory ’’ kind 
of argument which postponed dealing with the points put to the edvocate. 
Finally, there was the cocksure argument of the young man full of 
learning who got up and said, ‘‘ This is a very clear case, the authorities 
go in an unbroken stream in my favour,’’ and sat down, but not necessarily 

e victor. 


“M.,”’ writing in the Law Quarterly Review on the late Lord Justice 
Chitty, says: ‘It is now nearly fifty years since the writer first made 
the acquaintance of Joe Chitty. He was then at the height of his Oxford 
reputation. The best amateur wicket-keeper in England, the finest oar on 
the river, a scholar of no mean order, frank and open in disposition, bright 
ia manner, and the hero of many boyish tales of pluck and endurance— 
some quaint and grotesque, but all the more fascinating on that account— 
he was admired and almost adored by his contemporaries at the University. 
And with it all he was not one bit spoiled. He was just as simple and | 
unaffected as if he had been an absolutely undistinguished item in the | 
crowd. And so he remained to the end of his life—simple and unaffected 
throughout. All through his career he was perfectly consistent. And 
that was what his friends valued in him most. You could always depend 
upcn him. As he was on the river so he was at the bar. There never 
Was on the river or at the bar a more loyal comrade or a fairer or more 
generous opponent. He had too, I think, the sweetest temper of any man | 
lever came across, Nothing ever put him out. Even in the throng and 
press and worry of his work as leader at the Rolls before Sir George 
Jessel, he was never irritable or impatient, There was always a pleasant 
word for his junior and a chee ry answer for his antagonist. When 
Chitty Was at last promoted te the Court of Appeal, he took bis proper 
Position at once, His reputation appeared to grow all of a sudden. And 
that division of the court to which bs hegpenel to be attached for the time 
Seemed to be the strongest and the most attractive, 


With his singular 
knowledge of common law, his ‘0 


good sense and breadth of view, and his complete loyalty to his rye 
there can be no doubt that if he had been spared his influence in the 

of Appeal would have been very powerful, and his decisions would have 
commanded the increasing respect of the profession. But that was not to 
be. He has passed away too soon.”’ 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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Date AppgeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Norra. Sriaiixe. 
Monday, April .......0.0000024 Mr. Lavie Mr. Church Mr. Pemberton 
i Greswell Jackson 
Lavie Church Pemberton 
i Greswell Jackson 
Lavie Church 
i Greswell Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Byrrsg. Cozexs-Hagpy. 
Monday, April comment Th wae Mr. poh Mr. ming 
‘armer 
Leach Beal i ; 
Godfrey Pugh Farmer 
Saturday... Godfrey Pugh Farmer 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1899. 
(Continued from p. 404. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

General List. 
1898. 

In re Lock & Jacob’s Contract and V & P Act, 1874 applof L Jacobs 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 9, 1898 Jan 5 

In re Hill Wynn v Hill appl of defts C RC Hill & anr from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated: Dec 9, 1898 Jan 9 

Marquis of Clanrikarde v Kent Coal Finance Development Cold appl of 
detts from order of Mr-Justice Romer, dated Dec 9, 1898 (order not 
perfected) Jan 9 

Earl of Westmorland v New Sharlston Collieries Cold appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 20, 1898 Jan 10 

Blandy-Jenkins v Earl of Duuraven appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated June 7, 1898 (set down by order) Jan 12 

In re Armitage Armitage v Gordor appl of deft, D G H Gordon, from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 2, 1898 Jan 12 

The Gresh»m Life As:ce Soc ld v Ranger appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 13, 1898 Jan 13 

In re Walford Couron v Walford appl of deft, P. E. M. Walford, from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 6, 1898 Jan 13 

Oliver v Hinton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Dec 
13, 1898 (pltff dead) Jan 14 

Edge & Sons ld vy Gallon & Son appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Bruce, dated Aug 8, 1898 (Chancery Action tried at Assizes—Mr Justice 
Stirling) Jan 14 

Day v Singleton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Nov 
35,1898 Jan 16 

In re Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 In re the African Gold Concessions & 
Development Co ld appl of B Newstead from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Jan 14, 1899 Jan 17 

Alcock v Dottridge appl of pltif from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Oct 28, 1898 Jan 19 

In re Butler Nicklin v Nicklin appl of defts, C. S. Nicklin & ors, from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 14, 1899 Jan 20 

The Urban District Council of Twickenham vy Munton appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Dec 10, 1898 Jan 28 

Tweedale v Ashworth app! of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Jan 17, 1899 Jan 26 

British Motor Syndicate ld v Andrews & Cold appl of plitffs from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 25, 1899 Jan 26 

In re St Donat’s Settled Estate & the Settled Land Acts appl of J DV L 
Nicholl Carne from order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 21, 1898 
Jan 26 

In re The National Cycle & Motor Car Insce Co ld and Co’s Acts, 1862 to 
1890 appl of The Law Investment & Insce Corpn ld from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Dec Ld, 1898 Jan 27 

In re Moss Kingsbury v Walter appl of defts W G@ Walter and ors from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated Dee 14, 1898 Jan 27 

Tully v Smith, Garrett & Co ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Novy 4, 1898 Jan 27 

Blair v Fullers ld appl of pitt! from order of Mr Justice North, cated Nov 
16, 1898 Jan 30 

Gregory v George appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated Jan 
14, 1899 (action tried at Swansea) Jan 30 

Bew v Bew appl of pltt® from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 
12, 1898) Feb 1 

In re Hinshaw Hinshaw v Hinshaw appl of pltifs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Deo 28, 1898 Feb 2 
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In re Bill Goodricke v Bill appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated Jan 13, 1899 Feb 3 " 
De Laune v Utting appl of deft H H Titterton from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Dec 17, 1898 (order not perfected) Feb 10 

Roberts v The Gwyrfai District Council appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 26,1899 Feb 15 

In re Turney Turney vy Turney appl of defts L Turney & anr from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 13, 1899 (to come on with No 
72 by order) Feb 17 

Santley v Wilde appl of deft S J Wilde from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 
dated Feb 7,1899 Feb 22 : 

Bowden v The Homocea Co, 1d appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 12, 1899 Feb 24 A 

Levy v Stogden appl of Howard Rumney & ors fzom order of Mr Justice 
Stirling, dated Nov 8, 1898 Feb 25 

Foxwell vy Van Grutten appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Grantham 
(action tried at Bodmin), dated Feb 3, 1899 Feb 28 

In re The Kronand Metal Co, ld & Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 applof AT 
Robinson from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Feb 2, 1899 Feb 28 

In re Turney Turney v Turney appl of defts E J Amold & anr from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 13, 1899 Feb 28 

Turner v Ball appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 
1, 1899 (order not perfected) March 2 

Haslemere Co ld v Browne (Browne, garnishee) appl of J —“< Creditors 
from order of Mr Justice Wills (tried at Lewes), dated Feb 25, 1899 
(order not perfected) March 2 

In re Moore Bros & Co ld and Oo’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 appl of A 
Watson & ors from orders of Mr Justice Romer (sitting, &c) and Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Jan 11, 1897, Aug 11, 1897, and Nov 10, 1897 
(entered by special leave) March 2 

In re The Mexican National Railroad Co Williams v Matheson appl of 
pltff from order of Mr Justice North, dated Jan 17, 1899 March 2 

Manchester Ship Canal Co v The Company of Proprietors of the Rochdale 
Canal appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 17, 
1899 (order not perfected) March 6 

Greenwood v Leather Shod Wheel Cold appl of deft, J E Jameson, from 
as Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 23, 1899 (order not perfected) 
March 7 

Seme v Same appl of defis, W Lambert & ors from same order March 7 

Same v Same appl of defts, The Leather Shod Wheel Co ld, from same 
order March 7 

Same v Same appl of deft, TH Lambert, from tame order March 7 

Gravelet v Gravelet appl of defts AJ B Gravelet and anr from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 2, 1898 (s o generally) March 7 

In re Trade Mark, No 76,176, of Clement et Cie and Patents, &c Acts appl 
of Societe Anonyme du St Raphael Quinquina from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 24, 1899 (order not perfected) March 10 

lattledale v Liverpool College appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
— Mr Justice Byrne—tried at Liverpool), dated Feb 23, 1899 
March 

Fabriques de Produits de Thann et de Mulhouse v Laffitte & Co appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 1, 1899 (order not 
perfected) March 14 

In re Adams & Perry & V & P Act, 1874 appl of S W Adams & anr from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Feb 16, 1899 March 15 

In re J Powell’s Trust and Trustee Act, 1893 applof J Powell from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 10, 1899 March 15 

Compton-Smith vy Lancashire & Yorkshire Bank ld. appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Feb 8, 1899 March 17 

In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 1, 1899 order not perfected (to come on with 
any og which may be brought against any order made on fur con) 
Marc ‘ 


Mayor, &c, of London v City of London Electric Lighting Co ld _ appl of 
pitffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 15, 1899 March 20 

In re Carus Wilson Carus Wilecn v Carus Wilson and In re Carus 
Wilson, infants appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
Feb 15, 1899 March 23 

The Detachable Pneumatic Tyre Syndicate 1d v Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre 
Cold appl of defte from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 22, 
1899 (order not perfected) March 24 

In re Milward & (o, solrs, &c appl of Milward & Co from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated March 15, 1899 (order not perfected) March 24 

Joes ¥ Barnett appl of deft S Barnett from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated Feb 25, 1899 March 25 

In re Stratford Malcolm v Stratford appl of deft C V W Stratford & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Aug 8, 1494 

In 1¢ The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, & In re the **Tyrian Construction Co 
ld” appl of BR Pilling from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 
29, 1894 (order not perfected) March 29 

In re The Co's Acts, 1462 to 1900 & In re The Eame Co ld appl of W 
Parker from same order (order not perfected) March 30 

In re Stafford (exp'e Metropolitan Board of Works) appl of London 
Coanty Council from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 6, 1899 
loade: not perfected March W 

Parry ¥ “po appl A deft, WE Martin, from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, ed March 21, 1899 (order not perfected) March 40 

In re Tue Credit Avce & Guarantee Corpn 1d & Co’s Memorandum of 
Aue Act, 190) apyl of Credit Asxe &c, 1d from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated March 15,1009 March W 

In se The Co’ Acts, 1062 to 1490 & In re The General Railway Syndicate 
us 4 yy y Pad Whiteley from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 
a 9 Mahw 





FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1898. 


Haydon (trustee, &c) v Jones appl of pltff from judgt of Lord Justice 
Vaughan Williams, dated July 18, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex August 9 

Williams & ors v Canton Insurance Office 1d appl of pliff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bruce, dated August 6, 1898, at trial, &c, Liverpool 
August 11 

Walshaw v Mayor, &c, of Brighouse appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Day, dated August 9, 1898, at trial without a jury, York 
August 13 

The Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Co (applts) v Leslie, 
Surveyor of Taxes (respt) Revenue Side appl of applts from judgt of 
Justices Wright & Kennedy, dated August 1, 1898 August 15 

Field v Body appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Lawrance, dated 
August 10, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex August 16 

Carnley and ors v Fordham appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated July 21, 1898, at trial without a jury August 17 

Griffiths & anr v The Birmingham Stopper & Cycle, &c Co appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr. Justice Channell, dated August 11, 1898, at trial 
without a jury, Birmingham August 17 

Pontefract v Dobson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
August 11, 1898, at trial, &¢ August 19 

The British Gold Fields of West Africa ld v Kirby appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated August 5, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex August 22 

Huntingdonshire County Council v Simpson (Railway and Canal Com- 
mission) appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel, and 
Viscount Cobham, dated July 27, 1898 August 26 

Dunford & anr v London & Midland Bank ld appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, dated August 11, 1898, at trial without a jury 
August 29 

Steamship “‘ Isis’? Co 1d & ors v Bahr, Behrend, & Ross appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated August 5, 1898, at trial without 
a jury, Liverpool August 30 

Hawkins v Pepper & anr (Horton 3rd party) appl of piltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Darling, dated August 11, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Birmingham September 23 

Williams v Birmingham Battery & Metal Cold appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Darling, dated August 9, 1898, at trial with common jury, 
Birmingham October 1 

Huntingdonshire County Council v Simpson (Railway and Canal Commis- 
sion) appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and 
Viscount Cobham, dated September 23, 1898 October 4 

Evans v Simner appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated July 
12, 1898, at trial without a jury, Merioneth October 20 

Thomas v Jones appl of deft from judgment of Mr Justice Phillimore 
dated July 16, 1898, at trial without a jury, Carmarthen October 21 

Clink v Hickie, Borman & Co appl of plitff from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Bigham, dated Aug 10, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
October 26 

Johnson & Co v Bristol Steam Navigation Cold appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 11, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Swansea October 27 
Kennedy, dated Aug 6, 1898, at trial, &c (jury discharged) 
November 5 

Gooch v Clutterbuck & anr (Davis, 3rd party) 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Aug 8, 1898, at trial 
a jury, Birmingham November 8 

Millward v Wood, Bigg & Nash appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Aug 11, 1898, at trial without a jury, Birmingham 
November 10 

Beard v Walke appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Oct 29, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex November 10 

Charrington v Hart appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Paillimore, 
dated Oct 27, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex November 10 

Houlder & ors v Bowen & ors appl of F A Bowen, a deft, from judgt of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 5, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middle- 
sx November 12 

Same v Same appl of E Cassel from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex November 12 

Purves v Straits of Dover Steamship Co, ld & ors appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 2, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex November 15 

Sanderson & Levi v The British Westralian and Share Corpn, Jd, & ors 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 9, 1805, at 
trial without a jury, Middlesex November 16 

The Joint Committee of the River Ribble v Halliwell (Crown ride) appl 
of pliffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Wills, 
dated Oct 27, 1895 November 16 

Same v Shorrock (carrying on, &c) Orown side ‘appl of pltffs from judgt 
of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Wills, dated Oct 27, 1898 
November 16 

Redfern, ld v The Provident Association of London, 1d app! of pliffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 8, 1898, a’ trial without a jury, 
Middletex November 15 : 

tice v Recd = appl of deft from judge of Mr Justice Lawrancs, dated Nov 
16, 1898, at triel with special jury, Middlesex November 25 


appl of Davis (3rd party) 
thout 





T Prescott (applt) v H. W. Lee (rewpt) Crown side appl of applt from 
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judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, Mr Justice Wills, and Mr Justice Law- 
rance, dated Nov 11, 1898 November 23 

The Excel (British & Colonial) Milk Sterilizing Co 1d v Reavely & Co appl 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 22, 1898, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex Nov 25 : 

Geisha Syndicate 1d & anr v Edwardes appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Nov 28 

Saxon SS Cold vy Union 8S Cold appl of defts from judgt of The Lord 
Ohief Justice, dated Nov 18, 1898, at trial, & Dec 3 y 

Same v Same appl of pltffs from jndgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated 
Nov 18, 1898, at trial, & Dec : 

Holliday v The National Telephone Co 1d (Crown Side) appl of pltff from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Lawrance, dated Nov 29, 1898 Dec 10 

Perfecta Seamless Steel Tube Co 1d v J Penn & Sons 1d _ appl of pitffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 14, 1898, at trial with 
special jury, Birmingham Dec 10 

Bolt v East appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 26, 
1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 12 

Moore v Ransome’s Dock Committee appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Lawrance, dated December 3, 1898, at trial with special jury, 
Middlesex December 13 

Union Steamship Co ld v D Davis & Sons ld appeal of defts from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice, dated November 18, 1898, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex December 13 

The Mercantile Bank of London ld v Evans appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Brace, dated December 3, 1898, at trial, &c (jury discharged), 
Middlesex December 17 

Marshall v Colonial Consignment, &c Co appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated December 7, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex December 17 

Neeld vy Hendon Urban District Council appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated November 30, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex December 19 

The Attorney-Gen v Clarkson & ors (Revenue side) appl of defts from 
judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, dated Dec 13, 1898 Dec 20 

The St Louis Breweries ld (applts) v Hs Surveyor of Taxes (respt 
Revenue Side appl of applts from judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, da 
Dec 13,1898 Dec 20 

Sarll vy Woodham appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Nov 
16, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 29 

The District Council of Daventry v Parker appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Justices Wills & Bruce, dated Dec 20, 1898 c 30 


1899. 


Lister & Co ld & ors v Dix Bros appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Dec 21, 1898, at trial without a Fhe Middlesex Jan 2 
Newman v Hasluck appl of pltff from judgt of ustice Channell, dated 

Oct 25, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 3 
Styles (Surveyor of Taxes) (applt) v The Treasurer of Middle Temple (respt 
Revenue side appl of respt from judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, date 
Dec 15, 1898 Jan 5 
Lianelly Mercury Printing Oo ld v Williams appl of pltffs from judgt of 
> — Day, dated Nov 28, 1898, at trial with special jury, Glamorgan 
an 
Shamrock SS Co ld v Storey & Co eppl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Dec 19, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 11 
Thomas v Corporation of Devonport appl of pitff from judgt of Mr 
: 4 Phillimore, dated Oct 25, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
an 12 
Adams v Stevens & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Dec 21, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 14 
Rowell (wife, &c) v Rowell appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Senge , dated Jan 11, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
an 
Talbot pereeense Co ld v The N A P Window Cold. appl of pltifs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Dec 20, 1898, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex Jan 20 
Goldstein v Lea appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Jan 12, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 23 
Ellis (applt) v The Assessment Committee of Camberwell & ors (respts) 
Crown side appl of applt from judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, 
dated Jan 18, 1899 Jan 25 
Cornford v Carlton Bank ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Jan 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 27 
Grant v The Gold Exploration & Development Syndicate ld appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Jan 22, 1899 Jan 28 
Weir (trading, &c) v The Union Steamship Co 1d appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Jan 19, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 28 
Gifford & anr v Willoughby’s Mashonaland, &o Co ld and ors appl of 
pltffs from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated Nov 28, 1898, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex Jan 31 
In re An Arbitration between the Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co & 
the Tyldesley Coal Co appl of Astley & Tyldesley Coal, &c Co from 
{rast of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated Jan 20, 1899 (special case) 
e 


Jones v Biernstein (trading as the National Furnishing Oo.) Crown side 
appl of — judg of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Jan 25, 
eb ‘ 


Swayne (applt) v The Commrs of Inland Revenue (respts) Revenue side 
Pi respts from judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, dated Dec 21, 1898 


e 
Weir (trading, &c) v Girvin, Roper & Co. appl of pltff from judgt of the 
Lord Chief Justice, dated Nov 28, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 


Feb 6 

a | & aur v Heffer appl of deft from j of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Feb 2, 1899, at without a jury, Feb 7 

Moxham & ors (trustees, &c) vGrant Crown side appl of deft from judgt 

of Justices Lawrance & , dated Jan 31,1899 Feb8 

Walker v Wheeler appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Jan 28, 1899, at trial without a jury, esex Feb 9 

ee aa eee Ca ete an deem ae 
of Birken! ion rcwn & appl of a m ju 
Justices Lawrance & ee, dated Jan 31, t399 Feb 14 

Hersey v Vigers Bros Crown side appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 8, 1899 (security ordered) Feb 15 

Vogan & Co v Oulton ppl of deft from j of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated Nov 8, 1898, at without a jury, Mi Feb 20 

Lynes & ors v Snaith Crown side appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices 
Lawrance & Channel, dated Feb 2, 1899 Feb 22 

Stegmann v O’Conner appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, 

dated Feb 18, 1899 Feb 25 

The Queen v The Licensing Justices of Manchester Crown side appl of 
J tga judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 13, 
1899 Feb 25 


Same v Same Crown side appl of J Robinson from judgt of Justices 


Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 13, 1899 Feb 25 
Allsopp v Sladden Collier 1d and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Feb 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Worcester 


Feb 27 

In re An Arbitration between Southampton Tramways Co and South- 
ampton Corpn appl of Tramways Co from judgt of Justices Bruce & 
Ridley, dated Feb 18, 1899 March 2 

In re An Arbitration between M J & L Goodbody & Balfour, Williamson 
& Co appl of Goodbody from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated 

Rowe = ‘appt Jy Mite ( Cro id pl of fro dgt of 
Wwiands (applt) v Miller t) wn side appl of respt from ju 
of Justices Lawrance & ‘Channel, dated Feb 17, 1899 (security ordered) 


h 3 

The Lancashire Asylums Board v Lord Mayor, &c, of the City of Man- 
chester appl of the defts from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated 
Feb 18, 1899 March 8 

Gugenheimer v The North-Western Hematite Steel Co ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 1, 1899, a trial without 
a jury, Middlesex March 8 

Robertson v Mayor, &c, of Bristol pl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated Feb 23, 1899, at without a jury, Bristol March 8 

Bavins (junr) & Sims v London & South-Western Bank ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 22, 1899, at trial without 
a jury, Middlesex March 9 

The Queen v Dr Tristram (Judge of the Consistory Court of London) 

Crown Side appl of A M Druce and anr from judgt of Justices Lawrance 

& Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 March 10 

Young v The Canning Jarrah Timber Co 1d appl of pltff from judgt of 

= J — Bigham, dated Jan 24, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
arc 

In re an Arbitration between Nuttall & The Lynton and Barnstaple 4 
Co -_ of J Nuttall from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated Fe 

18, 1899 (special case) March 15 

The Queen v The Justices of Lancashire Crown side appl of The Justices 

= oe of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 11, 1899 
arc 

McNeil v Dinkelspiel appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 

dated March 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Girdwood & anrv Same app! of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 

dated March 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, esex March 23 

Winterschladen v Bargate appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 

dated March 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, York March 23 

Marshall v Irving, Harrison & Co appl of pltit from judgt of Mr Justice 

Mathew, da March 17, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 

March 23 

John Barker & Co ld v Caird app! of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 

dated March 15, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 24 

Nash & anr v De Freville appl of pitif from judgt of The Loni Chief 

: ae dated March 13, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
arch 24 

London & Northern SS Cold v Hosken & Co ld appl of pltifs from judgt 

of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, 

Middlesex March 29 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1899. 

Milsom v Stafford, Walker & Partners appln for ae for judgt or new 

trial on appl from verdict & ju dated Feb 21, 1899, at tral before 
Mr Justice Mathew and common jury, Bristol March 21 
Ward vy Matthews appln of deft jndgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict & judgt, dated March Mi, , at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance & common jury, Leeds March 23 
Botterill v Clark ome Ad ge tong or new trial on from verdict 

J] 





13899 F 
yy aa ; Lenton & p bee ae meg Co appl of defts 
udgt o ustice Bruce, da ov 10, 1898, at with special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 3 ' aioe 


& judgt, dated 1899, at before Mr J Lawrance & 
common jury, West Riding March 28 
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Boyle v Ellam appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
& judgt, dated March 22, 1899, at trial before Mr Justice Wills & 
common jury, City of London March 30 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 


Carter, Paterson & Cov Poland appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated , 1899 March 7 

Utal & Wife v May & Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated Feb 1, 1899 March 22 

Hayer & anr v Jeyes’ Sanitary Compounds Cold appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 22, 1899 part heard (s o generally) 
March 23 

Burrows v Rhodes & anr appl of defts from order of Justices Grantham 
& Kennedy, dated March 20, 1899 March 25 

Jacobs v Freake & ors appl of pltff from order of Mr. Ju:tice Bigham, 
dated March 13, 1899 March 27 

Same v Same appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 
13, 1899 March 27 

Cox v Molyneux appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
March 25, 1899 March 30 

Regina v Comptroller-Gen of Patents, Designs & Trade Marks (Crown 
side) appl of Prosecutor, J D Tomlinson, from order of Justices Grantham 
& Kennedy, dated March 20, 1899 March 30 


From Covnty Covrr. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
1899. 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &c Hall (an infant, by his next friend, 
&c), applicant v Snowden, Hubbard & Ce, respts Crown side appl of 
applicant from award of County Court (Bloomsbury), dated Feb 10, 
1899 Feb 25 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &¢ Chambers, applicant v Whitehaven 
HarbourCommrs Crown side appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Whitehaven), dated Feb 17, 1899 (security ordered) Feb 28 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &c Jones, applicant v The Ocean Coal 
Co ld, respts Crown side appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Merthyr), dated Feb 18, 1899 March 6 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &¢ Holness, applicant v Mackay & Davis, 
respts Crown side appl of respts from award of County Court (New- 
port) dated Feb 16, 1899 March 9 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &c Flewers, applicant v Chambers, 
respt Crownside applof respt from award of County Court (Bow), 
dated March 13, 1899 March 15 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &c 
Crown side appl of respt from award of County Court 
dated March 13, 1899 March 25 

In the Matter of an Arbitration, &¢ Medd, applicant v MaclIver, respt 
Crown side appl of applicant from award of County Court (Liverpoot), 
dated March 4,1899 March 28 ; 

In the Matter of un Arbitration, &¢ Durrie, applicant vy Warren & Co, 
respts Crown side appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Liverpool), dated March 4, 1899 March 29 
N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to the 30th of March, 1898, 

inclusive. 


Edwards, applicant v Godfrey, respt 
(Wandsworth), 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Srtrines, 1899. 
Continued from p. 406.) 
Before Mr. Justice Norn. In re Midgley, Helliwell v Heat! 
Causes for Tria! (with Witnesses). act & mf ‘’ ee Fe 
Dickinson v Hall act Staples v Anderson 
Ackroyd v Howarth act & counter- | Nichols v Day act 


act 


Hinchliffe ld act 

London & County Banking Co ld v 
Clarendon Hotel Co ld act & 
counterclaim 

Brown v Ward 
ings 

Edison Bell Consolidated Phono- 


claim 
Graham vy Appleby act & two adjd 
sumns 


Rymer v Barnsicy Theatre Royal 
Cold act 
West vy Lamont act 
Hutchison v Fradd ect 
Bawtree v Great North West 
Central Ry Cold act andm f j 
Bell y Wood act 
Watkins y Watkins 
Le Feuillade v Jewell 
Leek v Ardern act 
Stobart vy Lumb act 
Moules v Crozier act 
Skinner v Jowett act 
Lance v Mining, Transport & Gen- 
eral Finance Cold act 
pr A osm act 
Joneolidated Exploration & Finance 
Coldyv Snepave act 


act without plead- 


ings to be delivered) 
Hutchings vy Seaford Urban District 
Council act 
Jones v Cunliffe 


act 
act 
act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

The Bristol Tramways Carriage Co 
ld v National Telephone Co 1d 
act without pleadings 

In re Ackroyd Ackroyd v Ackroyd 
act (not before 14 days after 
evidence closed) : 


In re Gerlagh, Gerlach v Cox act Booth’s Distille 
i hv C ac : stillery 
—_ Bros y Rowe act Tooth vy Hoare act 
wards v Sommerton act & | Street v Crofts mf j 


gounterclaim 


| Jobn vy John = act 


Saccharin Corpn ld v Bratby & 


graph Cold v Owen act (plead- 


Rumball v Waddington act 
In re Williams Williams v White 
m f j (restored) 


Adjourned Summonses. 


Inre Clark Bullen v Clark (restored) 

In re Williams Penry v University 
College of Wales pt hd (first 
Petition day) 

In re The Autenior (Matabele) 
Gold Mines, ld, & Co’s Acts 

In re The Automatic Castor, &c, 1d 
Irwell v The Automatic Castor, 
&e, ld 

In re Scarbrough Savile v Kin- 
naird (restored) 

In re Barnard Bamard v Hill 
amended (restored) 

In re Fletcher Fletcher v Fletcher 

InreJex Tearle v Jex 

In re Richardson Richardson v 
Richardson 

In re Wheatley Barnard v Wheat- 


ey 
In re Martin De Cosson v Martin 
In re Knight Moy v FKnight 
In re Spalding Spalding v Shaw 
Spalding v Higgs restored 
In re J Williams Williams v Gib- 
bon 
Phillips v Probyn 
In re Simpson Burrows v Ramsay 
In re Crocker Crocker v Crocker 
In re Witham Potter v Witham 


Inre Evans Evans v Evans 
In re Thompson Thompson v 
Thompson 


Inre Rayer Rayer v Rayer 

In re Podesta Podesta v Grimster 
In re Machado Waters v Killick 
In re Corpe Umpelby v Gill Ball- 





ard 
| In re Bell Humphery v Bell 


Medlicott v 


In re Walmesley 


| Bragge 
| In re Overweg The Silesian Zinc 


| Co v Durant 
In re Harris Potter v Green 
| Bullivant & Co v Iberian Iron Ore 


| Co ld 
In re O’Connor O’Connor v 
O’Connor (1898—O—1,774) 


|InreSame SamevSame (1898— 
O—1,971) 
|Inre Browne Ratcliffe v Lane 
| In re Burgess Lloyd v Burgess 
In re Buckland Hardy v Buckland 
Wheeler v Tootel In re Ray’s 
Estate 
In re Stephens & Jones’ Contract & 
other Contracts 
In re Barnard Barnard v Hill 


'In re McMurdo Penfield v 
| McMurdo (to come on with fur 
con 


| In re Powell Atherden v Montford 
| Inre Rump Sewellv Eaton 

In re Henry Henry v Henry 

In re Broom Craven v Broom 

; Davis v Green 


In re Lord Bishop of Bath & Wells 


| & Settied Land Acts 
| Godfrey v Gostling & Co ld M 
| Coles & ora 
|SamevSame E Masterman 
| In re Mills In re Rogers 
| v Rogers 
In re Farlam Chambers v Farlam 
In re Piercy Whitwham v Piercy 
The Independent Order of Foresters 
v Sergeant 
In re Evans 
In re Haybourne 
Vaisey 


Rogers 


Evans v Evans 
Richardson v 


Further Considerations. 


In re Betty Betty v Attorney-Gen 
fur con 


| fur con 
In re Humfress Humfress v Weston 
fur con 











ld v Hoare In re Wilden Taylor v Knight | 








In re Glubb Bamfield v Rogers 
2nd fur con 

Inre Feltham Feltham v Stra‘ght 
fur con and two adj snms 

In re Robson McFarlane v Robson 


fur con 

In re Hinchliffe Kirk v Mayor, & 
of Dewsbury fur con 

In re Cranmer Knox v Cranmer 
fur con 

Wilson vShipley fur con 

In re Dietz Solicitor to Treasury 
v Langham fur con 

In re Gould Gould v Macfarlane 
fur con 

In re Hole Davies v Witts fur 
con & adjd sumns 





Before Mr. Justice Strruinc. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Keighley v Birmingham Breweries, 
ld act 

Hurst v Dendy, the younger 

Harding v Dixey act 

The Brewers & General Fire Insce, 
&c, Corpn, 1d vSheen act with- 
out pleadings 

Jacobv Down act 

Webley v Rowe act 

YoungvCapron act 

Muse v White act 

Triana v Panchard & Co act 

Field, Keliher & Co v Zalinoff 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Cook v County of London Improved 
Dwellings Co,1ld act 

In re Ambler Ambler v Ambler 
act 

Vidler v Conservators of the River 
Thames act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

Eckford v Taylor act 

In re Breck’s Patent, No 16,672 of 
1887, &c petn entered in Witness 
List 

Keevil v Blackstaffe act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Parham v Gardner act 

Wright v Wright act 

Hewitt v Nurse & Co act 

Coles v Richards act 

Wall v The London and Northern 
Assets Corpn, 1d act 

Stone v Allen act 

Sidaway v Evans act 

J Crosfield & Sons 1d v Sharp Bros, 
&eld act ; 

Jenkins v Williams act 

Wetherall v Budd act 
to be delivered) 

Poston, the younger v Shelbourne 
act 

Butlin v Glaskin act 

Beevis v The Rylands Glass, &c Co 


act 


act 


(pleadings 


act (pleadings to be delivered) 
London County Council v Great 
Northern Ry Co act 
Simes v Martin act 
Muller v Nicolls act 


Low v Low act &mfj 
Ellis v Muir act 


Proctor v Lupton act 


| In re Imray’s Patent, No 6,057 of 


1898, &c petn entered in Wit- 
ness List 

Bullard v Bullard & Sons act 

Bullard v Bullard act 

Hayes v Jones act 

Heatly v Spiers & Pond ld _ act 

Magnus v The Plumbers Co act 

Chase v The London County 
Council act 

In re Ackroyd Burgess v Ackroyd 
act ” 


) 


Causes for 'I'ri#l (without witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re J Brown Brown v Brown 
adj sums (restored) ; 

In re Byrne Woody Byrne adj 
sums (restored) 

In re Milner In re Bray Milnerv 
Bray adj sums (restored) 
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In re Hardman Woodcock v 
Hardman adj sums pt hd 

In re Davey Davey v Greenfield 
two adj sums, dated July 28 and 
Aug 2, 1898 

Westwood v Martin adj sums 

In re Spendlove Wainwright v 
Neal udj sums 

In re Flaxington, infants, and 
Guardianship of Infants Act, & 
adj sums 

In re Knowles & The Geldsmiths 
Co & V & P Act, 1874 adj 
sumns 

In re Rickman Stokes v Rickman 
adj sumns 

Tn re Crush 
sumns 

Doyle v Howard motn entered in 
Non- Wiiness List 

In re Emmett’s Estate Pressey 
v Long adjd sumns 

In re Shipman Shipman v Chinnock 
adj sums 

In re Robinson Robinson v Fletcher 
adj sums 

In re Roberts Roberts v Parry adj 


Steele v Dudley adj 


sums 

In re Plant & Trustee Act, 1893 
adj sums 

Clark vy Stokes adj sums 

In re Arnold Rawlins v Thomas 
adj sums 

London & Midland Bank 1d v 
Mitchell adj sums 

In re Tunley Wrentmore v Tunley 
adj sums 

In re Watkins Watkins v Williams 
claims in No. 4 & 5 in 2nd part of 
schedule of claim 

Elkins v The Capital Guarantee 
Soc adj sums 

In re Barker In re Clayhills 
Darling Barker v Rockliffe adj 
sums 

In re Birkin 
cums 

Grand Junction Water Works Oo v 
Hampton Urban District Council 
Council adj sums 

In re Clay Clay v Clay two adj 
sums, dated Uct 26, 1898 and Jan 
10, 1899 

In re Comley Keen vy Keen adj sums 

In re Gray Mackinnon v Gray 
adj sums 

In re Bethanga Gold Fields & Co's 
Acts, 1862 to 1898 adj sums 


Bohn v Birkin adj 


In re Pott Berney v Pott adj 
sums 
In re Houusley’s Contract adj 


sums 
In re Jones Marsh v Crossman 
adj sums 
In re Browning 
Keeling adj sums 
In re Nickols Booth v 
ad; sums 
Inre Varley Varley v Everett adj 
sums 


Browning v 


Nickols 


In re Scott. Malcolm v Scott adj 
sumns 

In re Cleveland Gayton v Cleve- 
land adj sumns 

In re Rice Rice v Forsey adj 
sums 

Inre Mills Bullivant v Mills adj 
sumns 

In re Uraven Blundell v Craven 
adj sum is 


In re Hammersley Hasman v 
Hammersley adj sumns 


Inte Wood © Wood v Vinson adj 
sumns 
Inre Price Tomlin v Latter adj 


sumns 

Inte Haswell adj sumns 

Inre Morgan Burgoyne v Morgan 
act 

In 1¢ Wainwright Furbank v 
Wainwright adj sumns 

Somers v Balocca de Provence m f j 
(short) 


In re Knight Knight v Knight adj 
sumns 


Further Considerations. 
“Manchester v Moss fur con 
Inre Bland Miller v Bland 
con and two adj sumns 
Smith v Forbes fur con 


fur 





Before Mr. Justice Krxewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Massy v Textile Piomotions, ld act 

Helmore v Dunwiddy ac’ 
Hudson v Walton act 
Moritz v Knowles 
pleadings (April 11) 
Attorney-Gen v Simpson act 
Lotinga v Ward & Goldfinch & 
three other acts (consclidated) act 
Goodwin v Ivory Soap Co _ act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 
Birmingham Breweries v Tompson 
act 


act without 


Causes for Trial (without wit- 
nesses). 
Timmins v O'Toole act &mfj 
Calver v Lockyer mfj 
Mer v Walton m fj (short) 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Suarez Devesv Nichols adj 
sums 

In re Barres Barnes v Barnes adj 
sums (restored) 

In re Giles Giles v Giles adj 
sums (day to be fixed for heering) 

Inre Sully Bones v Sully adj 
sums 

In re Collings 
adj sums 

Hinds v Blaiberg adj sums 

In re Barrow-in-Furness Tramways 
ld_ Richardson y The Company 
adj sums 

In re Bruce Bruce v Bruce adj 
sums 

Alexander v Alexander adj sums 

In re Bentnall & Adnie & V & P 
Act, 1874 adj sumns 

Devon & Cornwall Bank v Honey 
adj sumns 

In re Thorogood Watts v West 
adj sumns 

In re Bousfield Hill v Adkin adj 
sumns 

In re Countess 
Baron Rowton v_ Levett 
sumns 


Collings v Johnson 


of Shaftesbury 
adj 


Further Considerations. 








In re Smyth Smyth v Thomson 
furcon (April 12) 

Hurt v Allsebrook moin entered 
in furcon list by order (April 11) 

In re Owen Owen v Davies fur 
con &adj sumns 

Jessop v Eastwood fvr con after 
Official Refereo’s report 

In re Smith Franklin vy Wood 
fur con 

In re Smith 
con 


Wood v Smith fur 





Before Mr. Justice Wricut. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 

Pennington Motor Foreign Patents 
Syndicate ld (petn of Humber & 
Co (Extension) 1d) 

Pinyalling Consols ld (petn of M P 
Swinburne) 

East Wealth of Nations Gold Co ld 
(petn of C J McCulloch & Co) 

Pyramidical Syndicate 1d (petn of S 
Butterworth & Sons 

Leather Shod Wheel 
Martha 8 Keast 

estwood Manu- 


0 ld (petn of 





facturing Co ld 


Starley Bros & 
(petn of D 
Russell) - 


Hit or Miss Proprietary Gold Mines 
ld (petn of E L Bennet & ors) 
Accles 1d (petn of Nile’s Tool 

Works Co ld) 

International Securities Trust Corpn 
ld (petn of Sutherin & Co 

Same Co (petn of G A Kino) 

Same Co (pe‘n of Shenstone, Shen- 
stone & Co) 

Electric Exploraticn Co ld (petn of 

Sussmann Electric Miners’ Lamp 

1d) 

Golden Dove Mining Cold (petn 
of C E Gwinuell & ora) 

Steel Forging & Ball Bearing Co 1d 
(petn of Hepbrrn Sons 1d) 

Amalgamated Pneumatic Tyre Cos 
ld (petn of F L Gardner) 

East Wealth of Nations Cold (petn 
of East Wealth of Nations Gold 
Co 1d) 

Ancobra Mir‘ng & Development 
Syndicate ld (petn of J Lakeman) 

N A P Window Co ld (petn of 
George Newne:> Id) 

Lanzi Exploration Co ld (petn of 
London & District Bank 1d) 

African Consolidated Land & 
Trading Cold (petn of F Briggs 


& ors) 

Orient Pearl & Diamond Co ld 
(petn of F Sage & Co) 

Harmony Co ld (petn of WC 
Edwards) 

Cue Consolidated Gold Miues ld 
(petn of J W Ro:e) 

Coolgardie Goldfields 1d (petn of 
E M Hamilton) 

Potter’s Patent Sheep & Cattle 
Branding Machine ld (petn of 
H W Potter) 

Acetylene Gas Light Power & Cal- 
ciam Carbide Co ld (petn of John 
Barker & Co ld) 

Patent Counting & Registering 
Appliances Syndicate ld (petn 
of A Jones) 


Chancery Division. 
SocieteVinicole de Turquie ld (petn 
of Co and shareholders to rescind 
resolutions) so generally 
Manhanset Steamship Cold & re- 
duced (petn of Co) s 0 generally 
Cheque Bank ld & reduced (petn of 


Co) 

R & W Paul ld (Memorandum of 
Association Act, 1890) (petn of 
Co) 

South Eastern Brick & Terra Cotta 
Co ld & reduced (petn of Co) 

Security Co ld (Memorandum of 
Association Act, 1890) (peta of 
Co) 


Court Summonses. 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Lands Allotment Co ld (taxation 

of bill) s o generally 

London and General Bank ld (for 
leave to make a set off) s o 
generally 

Odell ld (onclaim) s o generally 

Peabody Gold Mining Corpn, ld (as 
to construction of thirty-ninth 
Article of Association) 

Lindsay’s Extended (East) Gold 
Mines ld (on claim) 

Marble (Moreau Rae) Syndicate ld 
(to reverse decision of Official 
Receiver rejecting proof) s o 
generally 

London and Westminster Contract 
Corpn, ld (for misfeasance) s 0 

nerally 

Seddon’s Pneumatic Tyre Oo 
(French patents) (for balance 
order) so generally 

Same (to pass order) s 0 generally 

Same (for leave to cross-examine 
witness) s o generally 

West London & General Permanent 
Benefit Bldg Soc. 





Arauco Co ld (leave to i 
books) s o generally — 

General Railway Syndicate ld (to 
vary list of contributories) 

Same v Same 

Same v Same 

Same v Same 

Same v Same 

United Ordnance and Engineering 
Co ld (to vary list of contribu- 
tories) 

Mutual Cycle Manufacturing and 
Supply Co ld (on claims) 

PS Phillips ld (to reverse decision 
of liquidator rejecting proof) 

Compagnie Vimbos Franco-Belge 
ld (to vary list of contributories) 

Claremont Cycle Manufacturing Co 
ld (for misfeasance) 

Concessions Development Co Id (on 
directors’ remuneration) 

Civil, Naval and Military Outfitters 
ld (on costs) 

Hille India Rubber Co ld (for dis- 
tribution of certain sum by way 
of further dividend) 

Central de Kaap Gold Mines ld (as 
to right of directors to rank as 
creditors) 


Chancery Division. 
Stubber v T Daniel & Co ld (for 
leave to cross-examine) s 0 


generally 

Same v Same (declare dividend) s o 
generally 

Same v Same (for discovery) s 0 
generally 

Kensington Co-operative Stores ld 
McClintock v Kensington Co- 
operative Stores ld (on certificate) 





Before Mr. Justice Braz. 
(Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Cooper v Corpn of British Investors 

la act without pleadings 
Kelly v Joyce act 
Duke of Devonshire v Vincent act 
Iu re Powell Powell v Edwards 
adj sums entered as w:.tmess 


act 

W J Rogers ldv Darch motn to be 
treated as hearing of act 

In re Fewson West v 
act 

Jones v Fox act 

Rice v Noakes & Co, 1d act 

Parker v Mackenzie act 

Powles v Bignold act set down by 
order 

In re Norrington Nonington v 
Norrington adj sums entered as 
witness act and sums of deft H 
Norrington 

Reeks v Harper Harper v Reeks 
act & counterclaim 

Collier v Eskell act 

Marsden v Blackwell Colliery Co ld 


Fewson 


act 

Harmsworth v Jackson act 

Keogh v Cates act 

Matthews v Elidred act 

Case v Cressy act 

In re The London & Northern Bank 
ld & Co’s Acts motn entered in 
witness list by order 

School Board for London v Wickens, 
Pease & Co ld act (first day of 
witness acts) 

Anderson v Chipchase € Co act 

In re Stuart & Greater London 
Property Co ld and V & P Act 

sums entered in witness 

list 

Gabb vy Haywood act & counter- 
claim 


Chamier vy Cobb act 

Hartlepool Gas & Water Co v North 
Eastern Ry. Co. act 

Burge v Ridgwell act (set down by 

. order) 


er, 
Rogers v Hesegood = act 
Slater v Arnold act 
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Papworth v Street act 
Saccharin 


Corpn Id v Anglo-Conti-|In re Rolt, &c 


nental Chemical Works 1d act 
(set down by order) 
Palmar v Foley act 
Johnson v nd action 
pman act 
Ashley v Packer act 
Earle v Kingscote act 
M v Stunt act 
om v Law act 
In re The Patents, Designs, &c acts 
In re Wright, Crossley & Co & the 
Royal Baking Powder Co of New 
York adjd sums to come on as 
al + 
v Gwynn act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 
Urban District Council of Perry 
Barr v Taylor act 
Gordon vy Gordon act 
Beckett v Maillard act 
Bailey v Skinner act 
Crebbin v Bartlett act 
= v Hoare act 
v Wontner act 
Montgomery & Co v Freeman 
Hollinges pe nang Id act 
orth vy Grave act 
Turner v James act 
Roe v Roe act 


: Causes for Trial. 
(Without Witnesses and Adjourned 
Summonses). 

In re Sheard Sheard v Fell adj 


sums 
In re Easton, Sc, ld Wilson v 
Easton, Anderson, &c, ld adj 


sums 

In re Hollis’ Hospital & Hague & 
V& P Act, 1874 adjsums pthd 

In re The Wrexham, Mold, &c, Ry 
Co & Ry Co’s Act, 1867 adj 
soms pthd 

In re Jacobs Jeffreys v Ashburner 


act 

In re Cator Crouch v Marshall 
adj sums 

In re Same Crouch v Cator adj 
sums 

In re Webster Nicholls v Mills 


adj sums 

In re Ward Lee v Mander adj 
sums 

In re Bannatyne Taylor v Digges 


adj sums 
In re Bland Blandv Bland adj 


sums 

In re Evans Anderson vy Pearson 
adj sums 

Townsend y Townsend 
(short) 

In re Gonzalez, Bass & Co, ld, & 
Co’s Acts adj sums 

In re Printers, &c, Protection Soc 
Challinor v Maskery adj sums 

Talbot v Scarisbrick adj sums 

In re Morris King v Sheppard 
adj sums 


m f j 


In re Lewis Vaughan v ‘Williams 
adj sums 
In re Sage Sagev Sage adj sums 
v yr yr adj sums 


with mtn on A 

In re Ogg Mac 2 Goldsmith 
adj sums 

In re Ogden Marshall v McDonald 
adj sums 


In re Hughes Societe Generale, 
&c y Cacear adj sums 
In re Marsh Nicholette y Adam 


adj sums 

In re Baker & Wakeford and V & 
P Act, 1874 adj sums 

In re Gront Grant v Graham adj 
eumns 

In re es Baringy Baring 24; 


Jacobs v Bristol, &c, Building Society 


adj sums 
InreNoding Cressv Noding two 
adj sums 
In re The New Zealand Agricultural 
Cold Peterson v The Company 
adj sums 
In re Geer Geerv Geer adj sums 
In re Swatman Swatman v Swat- 
man adj sums 
In re Pritchard Palmer v Palmer 
adj sums 
In re Burnett Burnett v Burnett 
m f j (short) 

Further Considerations. 
In re Morley Stansfield v. Stans- 
field fur con adj from Chambers 


to vary 


Inre T gf Jones Jones v Phillips 
fur con 

In re Lonsdale Dowee v Fuller 
fur con 


Thomas v Penley fur con & adj 
sums 





Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy. 

, Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

* Transferred by = dated Feb. 
14, 1899 


— Hill & Cov Strainge 


Coles v The Salters Co act set 

down by order (pleadings to be 

delivered) 

Gaile v Waters act 

Vale & Sons v Moorgate Street & 

Broad Street Buildings ld act 

Crane v Waddington act 

In re Kidd Inre Connell Adams 

v Connell act 

In re Mills Millsv Venning act 

and m f j 

Hawker v King act 

Alexander v Automatic Telephone 
Co ld act set down by order, 
Oct 28, 1898 (pleadings to be 
delivered if deemed desirable) 

Affleck vy Douglas act 

Johnston v Boyes act 

City Bank ld v Pilley act 

Rettich v Newlands (West Griqua- 
land) Diamond Mines, Id _ act 


from Q B Div by order) May 3, 


shall direct 

In re J C WF Tiemann’s Patent, 
1893, No 8,736, ptn entered in 
Witness List by order Nov 12 
1898 (not to go into list till 
security given—not before June 6) 

London Road Car Co ld v Era 
Omnibus Association act 

Parham v Gingell, Son, & Cruick- 
shank act 

Corporation of British Investors, 
ld v Hannan’s Excelsior Gold 
Mines ld act 

Money & Sons v Riddington act 

Alexander v J, Smith’s Tadcaster 
Brewery Co ld act &m fj 

Cowley v Crafter act 

Irving v Irving act 

Griffiths v Clark act 

Evans v Moole Fearoz act 

Guernsey Waterworks Oo 1d v 
Harlow act 

Daweon v Hendon Urban District 
Council act 

Yeo v Hurt act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

Skeels v Birdseye bong 


Everest v ry Ming 
Hartley v Mac baie act 


Grieveson v Addison act 
Met Real & General Property Trust 

ld vy George act set down by order 
Ros v Williams act 


ac 
Oxford & Cambridge Universities v 


Refuge Assce Cold v Hall act 
Rosoman v Vestry of St Mary, 


Mart, E.C., on 


after pt hd in such order as judge IsvERELL aNpD AnmipaALe Devetorment Co, Limrrep—Peta for winding up, 
A directed to be heard rch 





McKenzie v McKenzie act (forma 
auperis 

Vital v Vidal act 

Westwood v Ritchie act 

Dixon v Winch act 

Dick v Ellam's Duplicator Co act 

Dubbins v Neeser act 


Coote vy Lane m fj (short) Greene, King & Sons ld v Golding 
t 


Rolt v Battine 
Gill & Sons act 


Islington act without pleadings 
set bown by order, Dec 5, 1898 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


April 27.—Messrs. J. A, & W. Tuarp, at the Mart, at2: Pair of Detached Freehold 


Residences at South Woodford A Solicitors, Mesars, 
London.— 


producing oS 
Rising & Ravenscroft, fea? in Bat hway, producisg £31 
per annum. Edward Betteley, Esq. P olen —Building Land in Hoxton. 


Solicitor, 
Solicitors, Messrs, Holder & Wood, London. —Spacious Yard im Hoxton. —, 


Proj in South Tottenham ucing £85 annum. Solicitor, C. J. Rawli 
eee (See pe meer) ie tb week, 5 


, Esq , London. Pp. 5.) 
Hallett v Musgrave fur con & sums April 28. Messrs, Gopwix, Basuey, & Buono, at the Mart at 2, Perpetual Rent- 


in Hockley, Essex; rack-rental 
£383 annum. Solicitcr, J. W. Browne, Tondon. — Beneficial’ Lease of 14, 
Nicholas-lane, at £200 per annum, to ‘produce £350 per annum; term 16 
ears. Freehold Ground-rents of £19 per annum, secured upon Four Residences in 

ew Southwark ; with reversion to rack-rental of £110 perannum. Solicitor, J.8. 
Blanckengee, Esq., London, (See advertisements, this week, p. 5.) 


RESULTS OF SALES. 
Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & CranFieip were successful in selling all the Lots offered by them 


charges of £73 per annum, 


at the Mart on Wednesday, at the following prices :— 


5, Henry-road, New Barnet . << nae "e «» £400 
** Brook Cottage,”’ Cat Hill, Fast Barnet. mae saa owe 90 
3, Camden-villas, Leicester-road, band Barnet . = cto oo 850 
4, Camden-villas, Leicester- New Barnet . ‘te a6 oe 995 
** Ryehall iL. Victoria- road, New Barnet. pe oe ©6880 
“ Benhilton,” Victoria-road, Barnet, and Land in rear Sia poe 


Save or Reversions anp Lire Porictes. 
Messrs. H. aa poor ‘ CranrigLp sold the following Lots at the prices named, at the 


REVERSIONS: £ 
Absolute to £1,600 Margate Waterworks Stock ; life 61 . «+ Bold 850 
To One-fifth of £11,140 14s., and to One-fifth of £4,611 ; lives 51, ian 
” 


35, and 54 
Absolute to One-third’ ‘of One-seventh of “£16, 425 5s. 11d. India 3t 
per cent. Stock; lives 84, 89, and 59. Also to seen * ot 
270 India 3} per cent. Stock ; lives 62and59 ... ade » 945 


LIFE INTEREST in £17 per annum ; life 51... 2... » 130 
LIFE POLICY for £500 in the National Mutual; life 64. ; “annual 
premium, £10 8s. 4d. ; bonus additions, £311 10s. ... ve =p «= 460 








WINDING UP NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunotep 1x CHANCERY. 


a pd Mk... Investors, ieuren— Guiles aoe required, on or before June 1, to 


de porticulins of their debts or claims, to to Arthur 


and wddresses, and 


Edwin We 
required, on or before 


Falck v Rettich act (transferred | Conxuotue piney Sian dood Co, Leurvup—Orolitors, axe 
April 22, to send in particulars of their claims, to Samuel “Butelitfe, 5, South View, 


on April 26. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechu solors for 


petners. Notice of a) must reach the above- named. not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of tapas 
MapaGascaz Queen's Concessions Co, gent pee te are required, on or before mg 4 
eir debta or claims, to 


15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
Heathfield, 9 and 9 and 10, Pancras lane 
New Bezestoy Rm axp Components Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
edidrensce, and the 


May 15, to send their names iculars of their debta or claims, 

to Laud Gorton, W: iquidator 

Normayx & Co, Luray —Creditors are 25, to send their 
names and and ti Mr. Ernest 


Koniguers, ia Cheeta's rd, Find alas 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Fox Murvat £6 Mowry Cxvs, Fox and Hounds Inn, Machine st, Nottingham. April 4 
Netsos Lovoe No. 2 Snerrizitp Ecoxomican Inpergnpenxt Orper oy ODDFELLOWS, 


Victoria Lopez, Graxp Prorestant Association or Loyat Onancemen Society, Life 
Boat Inn, April 6 
London Gazette,—Tunspay, April 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuwitep in CHANCERY. 


Burcox & Wriixixsox, Eomene—Ceaibens se required, on or before June 20, to send 
their names and articular of their debts or | oe alee, Se William 
Wing, 7, North Church st, ‘inemeld.  & fon Sheffield, solors for Hquidator 

Dveaica Travixa Co Linirao ~ Creditor on or before May 31, to send 

ir names and addrenwes reece of eit thelr debts or claims, to John 
22, a Loe st, ryt Martin & Co, Liverpool, "solors to 
Finer GLOUCESTERSHIRE pps Riries ee te C@ Linrrep (1x Liqu TDATION) 


the particulars of of tht debta 6 ice clan, to A’ Allgod George Newion Tribe, Aion cmb 
the or c TB, 
B Brittan & 


Gittetr’s Sromes, (Slion o 
names and and the poe = vag of debts or clai 
Monument House, Monument #4 Neve & Beck, Lime st, solors to liquid 
Giesoncny deusens Lemrrep-Oveditors are required, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and and the of their debts and claims, to L. J. 
Ferguson, ¢/o Robert Kerr & Son, 19, Hanover st, LAverpool 
Horne yeas Linrreo—Petm for w up, presented April 14, directed to be heard 
on April 


Elliott & Ash, 40, Bedford row 
for veer. " Notice of tmust reach the above-named not later than 6 0’ 








adj sume 


_ act wet down by 
order 


c 


the afternoon of April 































oS ww aa 























Atex. 


Agno 
Arner 







Barem 
Beswi 








Buacx; 
RADSI 
CLever 
Coturm: 
Crocker 
Dany, 
Dearn, 
Firzros 
8 


Fox, it 
Frayxs, 
GtzypE) 
Gosy, T 
Hackert 
Marker 
Hearn, ] 




































Porter, Ma 
Poan, Epwa 
Bavorn, Api 
Bansvonp, a 
Bra, Buuay, 
INHON, BA 
Br, Ev 
Jom 










the 


l, to 
thur 


efore 
liew, 
snted 
s for 
ck in 


» May 
ns, to 


yefore 
Ernest 


il 4 


ULOWSs 


r, Life 


lors to 
DAT poe 
es, aD 

bmbrs, 


i their 
Berry; 
to send 
» L. Ie 


4, solors 
clock in 














April 22, 1899. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 43.] 427 








“Mrtvats” Picture Frame Co, Limrrep—By an order made by Wright, J., dated | Ta 


March 22, it wa: ordered that the voluntary windinz of the company be con! 
Gener Unease lane, solor for = vids " 


Patent Gas Engicament SynpvicaTE, Limirep—Petn for windi ited 
directed to be heard April 96. Gocdchild & Hammond, 1, Queen Victoria, for 


A 1, Queen 
petner. Notice of a : ‘ x} 


the afternoon of 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED,' 
Countess or Licurietp Femaue Frienpiy Society, Oddfellows’ Hall, Stafford. April 6 


GARRISON  sadetgag aay AnD Loan Society, Garrison Lane Tavern, Garrison lane, 
ham. 1 
Hoar Cross Co-operative Society, Liwirep, Old Hall, Hoar Cross, Burton on Trent, 


Stafford. April 10 


Kirke Wuitez er £5 Loan Society, Cricketers’ Rest Inn, Kirke White-street, 


Nottingham. April 10 


Lozsp CiypeE Humane wy Mecuayics’ Frrenpiy Sociery, Choppington 
e il6é 


Station, Northumberland. April 
PIDDLETRENTUIDE Frrenpiy Society, Piddletrenthide, Dorset. April 6 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ¥e , 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 

Tue Soxicrrors’ Bustness TraNsFeR AND PartNersnie AGENcy.—This 
Agency has been established for the p of offering to Solicitors 
facilities for Purchasing and Selling Practices and Partnerships. Similar 
facilities have for a long period been enjoyed by the Medical and other 
Professions.—For full particulars apply to the Szcrerary, 31 and 32, 
King William-street, E.O. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaxtte.—Frivay, March 24. 


AvexAnpER, Eowarp Merepirn Encewortn, St Leonard’s on Sea April 20 Hores & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fie\ds 
Aznop, Joseru, Barnsbury April 29 Buchanan & Hurd, Basinghall st 


Aree a st aa Exior, Puckeridge, Hertford April 29 Moberly & 
Bateman, WitL1AM Wasurxeron, Calfornia, U8 A May12 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 


Beswick, James, Knutsford, Chester, Coal Merchant MayS Ashworth & Inman, Man- 


Te Abbey Town, Cumberland May Sewell, Carlisle 

RADSHAW, JAMES, Knotty Ash, nr Liverpool, Tailor May1 North & Co, Liverpool 
CLeveLanp, Emtty Grace, Woburn pl, Russell sq April 22 Cleveland 
Cottis, Harriet, West Haddlesey, York May1 Bantoft, Selby 
Crocxer?, Joun Ferrox, Wimbledon May1 Haines & Sumner, Gloucester 
Danny, Freperick Witt1Am, Cheltenham April 29 Drew, Cheltenham 
Deatn, Hewry, Petworth, Sussex, Auctioneer April 24 Brydone & Pitfield, Petworth 
_* Gees Rosert, Grafton Regis, Northamptons May 1 Parrott, Stony 
Fox, Henry, Sheffield April 30 Neal, Sheffield 
Franks, Josnua, Wolverhampton May1 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 
GLzNpENNin, WALTER, Clifton on Dunsmore, Warwick April12 Harris & Son, Rugby 
Gotsy, Toomas, Oxford May5 Pellatt & Pellatt, Banbury 
Hackxert, Mary Any, Birkdale, Lancs May 5 Mawdsley, Southport 
Hanxer., Tomas, Warwick, Licensed Victualler May 25 Handley & Co, Warwick 
Hearn, Epwarp, Norwich April8 Prior, Norwich 
Hicuan, Josern, St, Austell, Cornwall, Farmer June 1 Carlyon & Stephens, St Austell 


Hurrox, Euizaneta Do: r, Col se : 
Fenchurch ot ROTAY, nbrook, Bucks April 24 Stoneham & Sons, 


yum, Hexeer Auten Horsronp, Bridge st, Westminster May 2 Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s 
in 

Joxes, Lewis Moray, Rosemarket, Pembroke April 29 Phillips, Llandovery 

Juuyax, Mania Scsanna, St Pancras April 28 Riddell & Co, John st, Bedford row 

Key, Henry, Holloway, Locksmith April28 Riddell & Co, Johns st, Bedford row 


Kimpy, Epwarp, N i 
puowanp, Heath Ormesby, nr Middlesborough, Bank Manager May 6 Spink & 


rT, WitLi4m, Coverham, York, Farmer April90 Maughan, Middleham 


Mascixe, Geonorea Harriet, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada May 18 


Lanxrys, Joun Burton, Clifton, nr Bristol May 13 Walker, Coleman st 

Manan, Caruznivz, Northwick ter, Maida hill May10 Reynolds, Bedford row 
Marriews, Mary Mancaret, Leeds May 1 Crawford, Leeds 

Monrmen, Jutta Frances, Hereford May 2% Woolley, Great Winchester st 

Morrtock, Saran EvizapeTu, Catford April29 Keene & Co, Seething In 

cock, Tuomas, Ealing May1 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

Owioxs, Zacnantan, Loughborough April 25 Moss & Taylor, Loughborough 

Perens, Mrs Exiza, Upper Tulse hill April 22 Witty, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Porrer, Marra, Wolstanton, Stafford April 20 Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 

Puan, Epwanp, Portmadoo, Grocer April 20 Jones & Jones, Portmadoc 

Ravorn, Aparato, Redhill, Surrey March 1 Morrisons & Nightingale, Redhill, Surrey 
Baxsvonp, Grrvror, Sussex sq, Hyde pk May1 Withers & Withers, Arundel st, Strand 
Bra, Exiey, Nechells, Birmingham April 96 Newey & Son, Birmingham 

Ronivnox, Samven, jun, Woodley, Cheshire, Grocer May1 Bostock, Hyde 

foonnixn, Evuew Berner, Worthing April 25 Young & Co, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 
Brexcy, Jou Buwnsr, Holderness, York, Agrioultural Engineer April1 Park & Son, 


Walker, 


a ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 


from The Sanitary 


Cuartes Freperic, Ikley, York, Commission Agent April 24 Taylor, 
Bradford 


Taytor, Epwix Tomas, Bloomsbury April 30 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Veron, Rt Hon George Wittram Henry Vernon Baron, Kinderton, Chester July 1 
Arnold & Gt st 


Whit 
Wanp, Isa1au, Ossett, York, Rag Merchant April25 Simpson, Dewsbury 
Wetp-Forrsrer, Hon Emeivs Jonx, Winchcomb, Glos May1 Potts & Potts, Broseley, 


Weunat, Any, Reading April22 H & C Collins, Reading 
London Gazette.—Tuzspay, March 28. 
Banxs, Brxyaurx, Leeds, Brass Founder June1 Peckover & Scriven, Leeds 
——- Hvau Isuerwoop, Fleetwood, Lanes, Engineer April 25 Wiles & Thempson, 


Barws, Susan Auicz, Fleetwood, Lancs April25 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 

Bent ey, Josepn, Leeds, Commission Agent April10 Ford & Warren, Leeds 

Birp, Epwarp, Hammersmith May1 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 

Buioomrie.p, James Extas, Tottenham, Contractor May1 Smith, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Boptry, Mary Evzanog, Henley May9 Walker, Coleman st 

Brumevt, Martawse Exizasetu, Nice, France May 20 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond 
bide, Gray’s inn : 

me Sa a Cheadle, Hulme, Chester, Yarn Merchant June 24 Hewitt 

omen Ricuarp, Ryde, I W, Draper April 29 Bannister & Reynolds, Basing- 

Cooxes, Epwarp, Leamington April 23 Field & Sons, Leamington 


CooxmaN, Gzorce Crostnwaite, West Dulwich, Licensed Victualler April 29 Burgess 
& Laurence Pountney hill 
Cooxson, Jutta Manianng, Kilburn April 29 Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 


Cust, Lady Carotrye Many, Hebart pl, Eaton sq May 1 Nicholl & Co, Howard st, 


Davis, Frevenicx, Westgate on Sea, JP May9 Davis, New Broad st 

Domuert, Exanvet, Tipton St John, Devon April14 Brutton, Exeter 

Garpxer, Emma, Stretford, nr Manchester May 13 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Gury, Mary, Chippenham, Wilts April 16 Wood & Awdry, Chippenham 

GreenatL, Grorce, Knutsford, Chester, Cab Driver April 28 Walker & Co, Man- 
Gnemroon, JosErn, Whittle le Woods, nr Chorley, Grocer May1 Ingham, Bamber 


ridge, Lancs 


Harnsworts, Samvet, Bradford, Coal Dealer April6 Turnbull & Turnbull, Bradford 
Hatse, Witt1am Hooper, Tavistock cres, Westbourne Park May 1 Halse, Old 
‘Buri 


utlington st 
He urge, Jony, Tipton St John, Devon, Wheelwright April14 Brutton, Exeter 
Hovaenton, James, Maida Vale May1 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross 
Howagrtn, Exizasetn, Girlington, Bradford May 23 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 
Huxsart, Rev Hue, Folkestone April 29 Seagrove & Woods, Chancery In 
Hvemay, Sornt, Bristol June30 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
Hyaus, Junius, Liverpool, Outfitter April 13 Bradley & Son, Liverpool 
Kasse, Be Saran, Kensington Palace gdns April 25 Morley & Co, Gresham house 
KeEnrroot, ay Lanes May5 Dootson, Leigh 
Knient, Jony Siapen, Rochester, Doctor June1 Prall & Co, Rochester 
Leicester, THomas, Burslem, Staffs, Chemist May 31 Ellis, Burslem 
Low, Wii.14m, Marquess rd, Canonbury, Traveller May 4 Crump & Son, Philpot lane 
MvLtER, Bisseporn ‘Mary Awyx, Highbury, April 25 Greenop & Son, Talbot ct, 


Gracechurch : 
a Auice, Littleborough, Lanes, Licensed Victualler April 30 Brierley & 


Prriuirs, GzorcE, Hawley rd, St Pancras May 4 Peacock, fouth sq, Gray's inn 
Quvexert, Mrs Louisa, Eccleston eq April 25 Surman & Quekett, Lincoln's inn fields 
Quick, Joux, Upper Spring st, Portman sq April 22 Peddar, Old Broad st 
Ramssorrom, Mary Axx, Rochdale April 25 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Rarcuirre, Cuagies, Hastings May1 Glasier, Essex st, Strand 

Ropsrts, Taomas Tuomas, Garth, Bangor May 1 Dew, Bangor 

Roserrson, Wittiam, Acton May 4 Peacock, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Roruwe.t, Ricuarp, Droylesden, Lancaster May 19 Leach & Son, Manchester 

Rowr, Henry Miiuer, Twickenham May 1 Hare & Co, Temple chmbrs 

Heyny, Rurrir, Chesham Bois, Bucks May1 Beck, East India ay 

Brianee, Benson, Princess rd, Finsbury Park, Musical Student May 6 Robotham & Co, 
Seeniae eee pam, Corandotta Georgia River Boulia, Queensland, Assistant Mail 


& Hart. Devonshire sq, Bishopsgate 
Surrn, Saran, Hove, Sussex y1 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 


Tayion, Wrtt1am, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester May 20 Diggles & Ogden 


Tuompsoy, Exizanets, Redcar, York April15 Carrick, Stokesley, Yorks 
Vaernan, Sux imag York pl, Portman sq May20 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond 
Vicar, Groeay ow Nexson, Sevenoaks, Kent May 81 Robinson & Co, Charterhouse sq 
West, Tomas, Bristol, Publican May 8 King, Bristol 
’ ¥ Booty & li 

wes amon Ceene Saewe, & Ceangre al, Ecoleston sq May 20 y & Bayliffe, 

AMORY, Sinon, Masthcotes April 15 Taylor, Manchester 
London Gazette, —Fruivay, Mareh 31. 
Atsrox, Huon Jones, Bishopsgate Within July 1 Walker, Rustace st, Dublin 
Baawnaxp, Mania, Shepherd’s Bush May 15 Meynell, Finsbury pavement 
Banniz, Dotores, Bournemouth May 18 Tyler, Clement's inn, Strand 
 ~ Cwartes Vavonuan Syewoxs, Haverfordwest, Sumgeon April 2) Geange, 


a west 
Biayp, Carmantne, Aughton, Lancaster May 15 Kennedy & Glover, Ormskirk 
Bowen ht Hon Sir Groner Feroveox, @CMG, Lowndes st May 1 St Barbe & Oo, 


Braviay, Joun, Kensington May 6 Woosnam « Smith, Chancery In 
Barparorp, Henry, Bowdon, Chester, Architect May 25 Bullock & Co, Manchester 
Brront, Jonn Mranvan, MD, Forest Hill April 22 Mount & Son, Gracechurch st 
Brooks, Devonau, Barningham, Suffolk May 1 Bankes & Co, Bury St Edmunds 








Cuarman, Francs Jane Eastbourne April 30 Martin & Nicholson, Queen st 
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Cxarx, Jos:Au Latmer, South Kensiogton, Electrical Ae May 18 Trinder & Co, Ozxricas, Karu Tueopore, South Norwood May6 Oldfield & Co, Telegraph st, Moor- 


Leadenhall st 


Cowrer-SurtH, ARTHUR Moons pe Lasatie, Ladysmith, Natal May1 Fladgate & Co, | 


Craig’s ct, Charing cro 


Dant, Cu«tstran THEODOR, North Shields April2S Brown, North Shields 
Das, Faxxy, Barrow in Furness May10 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 
Dickxixa, Axy Diana, Staveley, Derby June1 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 
Farrsoves, Lucy Exizanetn Ans, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Fruiterer May 6 


Hewitt & Son, Manchester 


Freemsx, Avevstvus, King st, Covent Garden, Licensed Victualler May16 Bayley & Co, 


Potter’s fields, Tooley st 
GansuTrt, —— and 


EORGE Wa ter Garscutt, Hayton, Yorks, Farmers May 24 | 


Sinciarr, Jonn 


Pavt, can Haysatt, MD, Camberwell May 20 Dixon & Hunt, Gray’s inn sq 
Scuavus, Paut Epwarp Aveust, Manchester, Merchant May 20 Earle & Co, Manchester 
Gorpox, Nottingham, Chemist May 4 Johnstone & Williams, 


} ottingham 

| Tuorre, Bexsamin, Bournemouth May6 Thorne & Welsford, Gracechurch st 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 7. 

| Carr, Josepu, Clitheroe, Lancs June15 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

| CanistT1g, JEssiz, Ipswich May8 Gooding, Ipswich 

Coscrove, Ann, Moss Side, nr Manchester April 29 Barrow & Smith, Manchester 


Wood, Y 
Hicpox, Saran Axse, Tottenham May 12 Avery & Son, Finsbury pavt | Cossey, Anna, Reedham, Norfolk May 20 Whitbread 


Hoxuer, Haregiet, Leicester May1 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Hote, Gzorce, Southport, Timber Merchant April 20 Brown & Co, Southport 
May 15 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

Kiykarp, ALExaxper, Newcastle upon Tyne, Cartman April 25 Leitch & Co, New- | 


Ixceau Saucer, Wilton, Wilts 


castle upon Tyne 


Ksicut, Josern, Moseley, Worcester April 25 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 
Lioyp, Asranam Evans, Manchester, Drysalter May 1 Crofton & Co, Manchester | 
Luckie, Davip Fraser, Wandsworth April 39 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq | 
Lutz, Pavi, Wolverhampton May9 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 

Masox, Hanay Woorripce, Shifnal, Salop, Butcher April 29 Phillips, Shifaal 
Metutiev, Howves, Accrington, Waste Dealer May 13 Westwell, Acciington 
Moopy, James, Shedfield, Southampton, Master Shoemaker 


Warner, ‘Winchester 


Mooze, Ciara Jessup, Great Stanhope st, Mayfair May 15 Caprons & Co, Savile pl, 


Conduit 
Rost, Major-General Wii.1am, Clifton villas, Maida Hill 
Frederick’s pl 


Surtu, Exizasets, y Cesguety, Oxford April29 Bennett, Banbury 

Tuompsox, Mary Axs, Morecambe, Lancaster May1 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 
Tavurstas, Josern, Liverpool, Coach Proprietor June1l Harrison & Burton, Liverpool | 
caste ig — Hon. Greornce Witit1Am Hesry Verson Baron, Kinderton, Chester 


A «& H White, Great Marlborough st 
Seusen, Kare, Banbury April29 Bennett, Banbury 


Woop, Epwaep, St Leonards on Sea May1 Case & Roper, Maidstone 
‘Woop, Grorcz Freperick, Hastings, Grocer May8 Davenport & Co, Hastings 
London Gazette.—TvuEspay, April 4. 
Atecxsos, James, Gt Grimsby, Tailor May1 Bates & Mountain, Gt Grimsby 
Corswatt, peers ra CArorryg, St’ Leonard’s on Sea May1 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s 


inn fie 


Gansctr. Grorce, and Grzorce Watker Garsctt, Hayton, York, Farmers May 24 
, York 

Hopcsox, Many, Rotherham, Yors May 22 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 

Joses, Daviv Wii114m, Trealaw, Glam, Hotel Keeper May 1 Hodgens, Abergavenny 

O’Cossor, Jous, Egremont, Chester May 16 Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Azranamsos, Apranam, and Syuos Apranamson, White- | 


Wine Merchants High Court Pet April 10 
April 10 
Askew, ALExaxpea Josern, Handsworth, Commercial 
A Traveller Birmingham Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
TKINS, 


Croydon Pet Aprili2 Ord April 
Barrow, Davin, Cheltenham, Jeweller Cheltenham Pet 
10 Ord April 10 


Bere, Jonx Tuomas, Lower peat, Builder Edmon- 
ton Pet March 10 Ord April 10 


Cagtsr, Gzorce, ,. well, Notts, - cr Agent 
Notti ‘et April 10 Ord April 10 
ae — z, <> thy, Lacemaker Derby Pet April 11 
Coates, ad Cray, Swaythling Fo Dairyman | 
mpton Pet April1?. Ord’A: 


12, 
— alham Wendeworth Pet April 


Coorzr, ry South peat 


Cocneasr, ALEXA: 
10 Ord 


April 16 Ord April 19 

Coorer, Wiseee, Oldbury, hey Grocer West | 
Bromwich ret April 11 Ord April 11 

Crs, —or ' Borough High st, Publican High 


oug: 
Pet March 14 Ord April 10 
Davis, Day gaia Merchant "York Pet April 11 


14. ee 8t Ann’s rd, h 
Avis, Votting Proprie 


x Xow et March 7 b.. Age 10 
RELEY ATTHEY, Leonard's on Carman; Hastings 
Pet April 16 Ord April 10 ” 


pe Mirmoxoe, Leow Jauva Pouuz, Barnsley, Yorks, 
Sargeon Dentist Barnsley Pet April ll Ord April 1 
Desxiey, Josern, Birmingham, Auctioneer Birmingham 
Pet March 22 Ord April 10 
Evaxs, Wititan, Wellington, Salop, Baker Madeley Pet 
April 10 Ord April 10 
Foxucaort, Txouas “ror 
ent 


e , Bente! 

High Court Pet March 22. Ord April 10 
Giteret, —, Millom, ee 9} Clothier White- 

haven Pet April 10 Ord April 1 
we Pe rae Exon  Btokeleheigunend, nr rane, 
Batcher Exeter Pet April 10 Ord A 
~~ i, Bradtnd, 
12 et 
April 12 


Paxornicn, Asx ‘ 
Guoct, Axsix, Bournemouth, Boat house Keeper 
= Poke P a. Apriliz Ord gees _ 
AvxEs, Jone, a Batcher Nottingha 
Pea April 10 Ord A w3 


Gairrrrna, Carnie 
y Proprietor _B 


| Hicutoy, Gzorce, Ciapham, Archi 


Wiitam Josern, Old Oxted, Surrey, Grocer | 


| Linn, cor. WILLIAM, sen, 


| Nock, J: James, Halesowen, 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet | Stourbridge Pet April 6 bier 

} a Tuopore, Brailsford Hill High Court 
March 1 


3 Ord Aj 
| Partisox, R, Walbrook, 
Ord April 12 


Dixoy, Acyes, Broughton in Furness April 28 Butler, Broughton in Furness 

| Farey, Avert, Girton, Cambridge, Brewer June 30 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
| Fisuer, Joszru, Fulham, Clothworker May 31 Hewlett, Essex st, Strand 
Foutrorp, Tuomas, Clapton May8 Gray, Ludgate hill 


| Greey, Josern, Preston May1 Edelston & Son, Preston 


April 22 FJ&GC 


April 17 Jenkinson & Co, | 


Lincoln’s inn fields 


Hovst, Marrua, Twyford, Berks May15 Mercer & Co, Henley on Thames 
Hu MeN ight Cuartes Witu1am, Brighton, Contractor’s Manager 
| Hume, trees -; ee May 20 Scott & Co, Essex st 
Jackson, Hengy Wit11am, Alkborough, nr Winterton, Lincoln May9 Morgan, Leeds 
Keen, Henry Cxarues, Highbury May 20 Sawbridge & Son, Aldermanbury 
Krssexs, Jouy, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chair Manufacturer May6 Clarke & Son, High 
| Mixes, ua, Kidbrook, Kent May 19 Hughes & Co, Budge row 
Mixes, Mary, Aberaman, Aberdare, Innkeeper April 22 Evans, Aberdare 
Mixes, Tuomas, Aberman, Aberdare, Innkeeper April 22 Evans, Aberdare 
| MoorE, Cuartes Wittiam, Margaret st, Cavendish sq May9 Surman & Quekett, 


May 6 Goodman, 


| Patrick, pantet, Sandbach, Chester, Boot Manufacturer May 18 Bygott & Sons 
Sandbac 
July | Parse, Coarves, St Leonard’son Sea May6 Lepper, Mark In 


| Peace, Atrrep Lixpiey, Thorne, York, Civil Engineer May 1 Kenyon & Son, Thorn: 
| Peruick, THomas, Plympton, Devon Junel Gill, Devonpoit 


Little Trini 








Hearn, BeztraM, Burton on Trent, Tea Merchant Burton 
on Trent Pet Aprilill O-d April ll 
tect Wandsworth Pet 
April 11 Ord "April ll 


Hoor, Jonn Tuomas, Slaithwaite, York, Ironmonger 
dersfield Pet March 29 Ord A) ll 

Homey, Eengst, and Tuomas Humpy, Portsmouth, Meat 
eyors Portsmouth Pet March10 Ord April 10 


Joxzs, Log oy Holyhead, — Coal Merchant 
Bangor Pet Aj ll Ord April 11 
Joszs, Rosert, Portmadoc, Plumber Portmadoc Pet 


April 12 Ord April 12 
— ee Chelsea High Court Pet April 6 


Ord A: 10 
upon Hull I te “Apri 1: 12 a 


April 

Lowater, Nartuanter, Nottingham, Mechanic Notting- 
ham ce Her Ord April 11 

Lows, James yee Provision Dealer York 


ll 
——. ime Tuomas ord, Nursery- 
Hertford Pet Apri 10”-Ord Apr 40 ” 
Licbaned ictualler 


iterer 
12 


licitor High Court Pet Nov 2 
Pra.r, Witiiam, Joszen Brep, Jonn Jackson Epwarps, 


Axtuony Birp, . 
Builders Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 12 Ord 


April 12 
vos | Pika, Wants, Damier, Lancs, Grocer Burnley Pet 


5 pt gS 
PILKine ioe Jaurs, Hardy Croft, Wakefield, 
akefield Pet April 11’ Ord April 11 

Puigiey mn Peter Pimetey, Josern Pimerry, 

jun, and James Tayitorn Staton Ri Bolton, 

Engineers Bolton Pet April 11 
a 2 Solomon, ech Jeweller orden Court Pet 
11 


os 
Rosz, Caries, 8 teary av, Engineer Windsor 
Pet Feb 10 Ord April 8 


Suites, Joux, Newnham, Glos, Tanner Gloucester Pet 
March 29 


Ord April 11 
Sizer ae Wittsam, and Tuomas Ricnarpo Bizen, 
Kin pon Hull, feed ae Kingston upon 
H Pet ‘April 10 Ord April 16 
Sxe.rox, Ezexint, Harrogate, Yorks, Grocer York Pet 
April 11 Ord April 11 


Gores, Joux Hexny, Atherstone, Warwicks, Baker 
m Pet April 10 Ord A -* 

sree Mun —— Wy Sand . Kent, Clothier 
Ord Avail i0 


Halifax Pet April 11 Ord 


.. s&s Pen 
April 11 


| Rovpet, Litua Rosatie, South Kensington May5 Robins & Co, Linco)n inn fields 
Rusiz, Grorce Pansone, Heimath Bassett, nr Southampton May 26 Pritchard & Co, 


| it; 
| Sxaw, WILLIAM, atints May 18 Lovell & Co, Gray’s-inn-square 
Gravagee, Heyry Mippietoy, Great Lever, Bolton, Colliery Agent May 15 Haslam 


Senne oes Stokenchurch; Bucks, Farmer May6 Clarke, High Wycombe 

Tompson, Witt1aM Coar_es Evans, Wandsworth May 12 Box, Great James-street 
| Vyse, Jouy, Tunstall, Stafford, Modeller April 21 Adams, Tunstall 

Woop, James, Southport, LL.D. May 10 North & Co, Liverpool 

Woop, Mary Ayn, Worcester May 10 Campbell & March, Worcester 


Trimpy, Extza, Clifton, Bristol, Lodging house Keeper 
Bristol Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Wa toy, Freperic yr Boot Manufacturer Sheffield 
Pet A 11 Ord April il 

Wis, a. Dewsbury, Dewsbury Pe 
April 11 Ord April 11 

wars Setim Avo1o, Peeberedt New rd, Musicias 
Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Amended notices substituted! for those published in the 
London Gazette of A) 


Carver 


ril 11 
Barker, Waseem Hulme, Maarten, Butcher Man 
chester Pet March 21 Ord 
CcoxK, «deg Warrington, peehee Warrington Pe 


April6 Ord April 6 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
a Aprauam, and Symow Asranamson, White 
chapel, Wi S = uaecpagan April 24 at 2.30 Bankruptey 
bldgs. 
Acrorp, et 1am, Cadoxton, Glam April 24 at 3.30 11, 
St Mary st, Cardiff 


Barry, Froreyce Mary Szartoy, Southport, 
house Keeper April 25at 2.30 Off Reo, , tales 


st, Liverpool 

Banxen, onsen te, Durham, Yeast Dealer Ap#il 
21 at tbe John st, Sunderland 

BarkeEs, Winusan Hulme, Manchester, Bi Butcher Aprila 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches 

Buiiock, susen , Grocer April 24at3 117, 8 


Mary st, 
Cuazeigt, 'C Cu arv ad April 21 at 12 Off Rec, 


Cooke, Dario, Queen Vidora Yaad Engineer April 24 at 1! 
Bankruptcy pty Oe eer 

Cook, ban my ‘Watrington, * Butcher May 5 at 10.8 
Court house, Palmyra sq, Warrington 

Daxix, ARntuvr, Belgzove, i Alcesters, Baker April 21 at 

ousmene, ane | Wellinghor tg A Pallor April 21s 

AVIDSON JAMES, or p 

12.80 Off Rec, County Court ot bldg, Sheep st, North 


am, 
pat York, Fish Merchant April26at 11 Of 
28, 
Davis, ane, Wow ail Coach » Peepeteten April 24 at 
12 
Daweos, Mowe Beudford, Ten 4 Manager April # 
ff Heo, $1, Manor row, Bradford 
Dovuurry, Hawa, Head Headingley Ys Leeds, Farmer April 21 st 
Bvans, ¥ Lo Wallington, adc Baker May 3 at 12.0 
Euixx Garnett, Maal 
uallers April 21 atil Of 


nr Teignmouth, 


May 8 at 10.46 Off atau, 13, Bedford circus, 


Goopmay, casa OM, Bart 
Butcher 


ein ae se ly 











an 62h i oe 


T 
Coorz 
Dane 

‘ 
Davis, 
Davis, 
Desir 
De a 
De M 
Foster 
Foxcre 
Gresox, 
Gitaer 
Pet 
0 
Gossaai 
ham 
Grisrir 
wr, 
Maven 
Hearn, 
ton 




















st, Moor- 






anchester 
Williams, 


ester 


ridge 


Goodman, 


n, Leeds 


Son, High 


c Quekett, 
tt & Sons 


on, Thorn: 


in fields 
shard & Co, 


15 Haslam 


es-etreet 


use Keep 
er Sheffield 
sbury Pet 
1, Musician 
ished in the 
cher Mate 
ington Pet 


son, White 
Bankruptey 


at 3.30 11, 


Yealer Apeil 
her Aprilil 
at 117, 8 

Off Ree, 4 
April 24 at 11 
y 5 at 10.50 

April 2 at 


April : ai a 
op st, N 


eat 11 Of 

April 24 at 
yer April 4a 
¢ April 21 at 
May : at 12.90 
INETT, 


at il te 


T ignmouth, 
fed ford circus, 
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Hexner, Joux, Ludlow, Salop, Butcher April 24at 10 4, 


Hors, Dassenecn, Weobley, Hereford, Butcher April 24 at 
1 


dham, Chemist April 21 at 


sq, 
Howanrra, SAMUEL — Oldham. 
: k chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 


11.30 Off Rec, 
Houmpy, Esvyest, oy — 
Pury 


Bake Po April 4 at 3 Off Rec, j ion, 
Huspanps, Gzorcz, Long Eaton, Machine 
CE oes ad Om Bes ob Bt Mary's gaie, 


Derby 
-JuPP, Pixcosx James, Woolston, Souteamies April 21 
at3.15 Off Rec, 172, High at, Southam; 
KINGSMAN, Tuomas Lzicu, Stanhope st, Market, 
Pu April 21 at 11 _Bankruptey bidgs. Carey st 
Lakeman, Frank, Whitstable, by od Watchmaker April 
21 at 2 30 Carey st 
Lowes, JamEs Pn Fhe Provision Dealer April 26 
at 2.30 Off Rec, ag York 
Lu . Key iaorn, Pend 
pril 22 at 12.30 eC, 
McCormack, Jouy, Man eteadkation, tae 
2lat3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Ter chester 
MippierTon, Witt1am GrorcE, Poole, Dorset April 22 at 
12.30 Off ess st, Salisbury 
a = JouN JOSEPH, een, Art Deenter septa 21 at 
», Sone Wi igs, Carey st 
Pave ER, CLEME ILLIAM Areeme 8s, Rusholme, 
Proprietor April 21 at 3.30 Off = 


Pyne, Witi14m, Reading, Watch Maker April 21 at 3 

Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

QuayLE, CuaRLes FREDERICK, ‘orth, Commis- 
— Agent May 2 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Rsv.eER, JosePH Tuomas, East Ham, Essex, Butcher April 
24 at2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, st 

Scutar, Lazarus, Mexborough, Yorks, Paper Dealer 
April 21 at2 Off Rec, Figtree heffield 

—— a = a, Sea, ‘coca April 26 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 28, Btonegate, ¥ ork 

ada Wuusan Grorck, CHARLES Frank Siapr, and 
James Henry Stave, West Cowes, I of W, Butchers 
April 24at11 19, Quay st, N IofW 

SoLomon, becry and RACHEL Le nag eatey road 
April 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Srort, 4 anne Epwiy, Muddereiela, Seheieion Apel 24 at 
12 Off Ree, 19, John William st, Huddersfiel 

Wasson, AtFrreD Wi ttiam, Quensborough, Leicesters, 
Grazier April 21 at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


WwW os J Lytham, Painter April 21 at 2.30 Off 
ESTHEAD, JOHN, er pr al 
14, Cha; Preston 


WI1t1aMs, ALBERT, Leominster, Horse Slaughterer April 


24at10 4, Corn sq, minster 
WILTsuIRE, Tom, Leeds, Grocer April 21 at 11 Off Rec, 
Park row, Leeds 


ZvuLa, ‘Serriwi0N Sramati, Gracechurch st, Merchant April 

24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

— Apranam, and Symon ABranamson, White- 
cha: ‘Wine Merchants High Court Pet April 10 
Ord April 10 

ATKINS, ILLIAM JOSEP “a Old Gries, Surrey, Grocer 
Croydon Pet April12 Ord April 

Man- 


Barker, Witi1AmM, Hulme, Manchester, Butcher 
chester. Pet March 21 Ord April 
B: ~~ —_ ID, eo oo io Cheltenham Pet 
Pp 


Brown, Samugu Sem AS, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 


Pet March 10 Ord April 
Bupp, Harry Bentinck, Lingfield, Surrey Tunbridge 
Wells Pet March7 Ord April 10 


Carr, Toomas, Tottenham Court rd, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord April 8 

Canter, Gzorce, Bulwell, Nottingham, cm Agent 
No ham Pet A 10 Ord April 10 

Ciement, GEORGE, erby, Lacemaker Derby Pet 
April11 Ord April 1 

Coates, Ropert C.ay, 1 wa ythling, Hante, Dairyman 
Southam; Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

CocuranE, ALEXANDER, andsworth Pet 
April 10 Ord April 10 

Coorger, Mary, South Shields, . Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet April 10 ae Aue 38 

moe Grocer 


Coorer, Water, Oldbury, West 
Bromwich Pet Aprilil Ord April 
DaseE.n, erg th = ye eto” Chi sibeiiee Newport 


Pet 
~~ a = York, rie | Boas York Pet April 11 


“4. 18, one, Bt Ann’s rd, Notting Hill,’ ath Proprietor 
High Court Pet March7 Ord April 1 

Desiey, Matruew, St ~ ry on Bea, ll Hastings 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

De Miniwonpr, Leon James Pomme, Barnsley, p vate, 
Surgeon Dentist Barnsley Pet April 11 ont April 1 

De Mvnitiz, Jose Mania, Liverpool, Shipstore 
Live 1 Fet Feb16 Ord April 12 


- 

Foster, Samugt, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet March 17 Ord April 8 

Foxcrorr, Tuomas Wapbr, Manchester Estate Agent 
Manchester Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Gmsox, Tuomas, Cla) » Contractor High Court Pet 

March 80 Ord April 

Gitagrt, Mary, Millom, Caraberland, Clothier Whitehaven 
Pet April 10 Ord ——> 

Goopman, ALrre Enos keinteignhead, us Fagamouth, 


_ Portsmouth, Meat 
Cambridge juncti: 


Hicuroy, Seneen; On i Architect Wandsworth Pet 

Houmes, Atrrep, Bradford, Wool Dealer Bradford Pet 
March 27 Ord April 11 

cou ~ Oldham, Chemist Oldham 

Jones, GrirritH, Holyhead, lesey, Coal Merchant 
ja Pet April 11 Ora Ap 


a om! i pat oR oot 1a a = | 


ton upon Hull 
April 12 
Lowes, James Ropinson, Fast, Provision Dealer York 


Pet A Ord A - 
otting- 
Ont At ll 


pril 11 
LowatTER, wee 
ham Pet April 11 
McCartny, Gzorce ALExANpEx, Gunnersbury High 
Court Pet Jan7 Ord 10 
> Cuarvzs, Leicester, t Retailer Leicester Pet 
8 Ord March 9 
Nock! James, Halesowen, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
Stourbridge Pet ‘April 6 Pet April 6 
Puatp, Wituiam, Josern Birp, Joun Jackson Epwarps, 
Aytuony Birp, Seaton Sluice, North: 
ye ry Newcastle-on-Tyne Pet April 12 Ord 
12 
oan Wi.1am, Burnley,Grocer Burnley Pet April 11 
Ord April 11 


Pitkinaton, James, Hardy Croft, Wakefield, Carting Agent 
‘Wakefield Pet April11 Ord April 11 
Pimpiey, Witiam, Peter Pimpiey, Joszrn Pus zey, jun, 
James Taylor e7) PruBiey, Engineers 
Bolton Pet April 11. 
Powtnsk1, Soromon, Bri . Jeweller High Court 
April 11 Ova Apel 11 
Sizer, ALBERT Wosses, a gad Tomas acnaeto Sizer, 
y eet se m upon 
8 = ie eg oaares k, Grocer York Pet 
KELTON, EzExiEL, Hai or! r Yor 
Aprili1 Ord A: ° 


Srewart, Tuomas aR Satuid. aut, Clothier 


a5 4 Pet April 10° a 

Stott, James Epwiy, Huddersfiel a Hudders- 
field Pet March 9 

a > Roser, Halifax Pet April 11 Ord 
P 


Ord wea i1 
Watton, Frepericx, Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer Shef- 
field Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
baie nee ga Carver Dewsbury Pet 


bees FREDERICK, ee st High Court Pet March 
Ord April 19 


pH wt ad substituted for that . “Toreed in 
the London Gazette of April 11 

Cook, WiLu1aM, yaree. Butcher Warrington Pet 

April Ord April 6 


aa, FREDERICK 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 18. 
RECEIVING ORD " 
aap Southport Wigan Pet April11 Ord 


Betis, Witiam, pen ) aston Confectioner Ipswich 


Pet April 14 
Binp, James CLarson, Pandsworth, I msurance Broker 
urbridge Pet April 11 Ord April 11 


Buimer, JAMEs, sen, 
ers borough Pet A 

Catiey, Tuomas Pavt, Preston, 

CugetTHam, Epwarp, Manchester, Contractor Salford Pet 
April8 Ord April13 

Craxk, Epwarp Joun, Handsworth » Orde Factor Bir- 

March10 Ord April 14 

Daniet, Witt1AmM James, Middlesborough, Guate Stock- 

tonon Tees Pet April 12 Ord April 1 

Davies, Tuomas James, Lianboidy, Roauethes anahion, 
Draper Pembroke Dock Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Dez, Jonny Epwiy, oad pe Licensed Victualler High 

Court Pet Feb 22 il 13 

Drace, GrorGe ALLIBONE, and Henrsert Drace, Wilson st, 
Finsbury, Boot an acturers High Court Pet 

Mar 17 7 Ord April 14 


James BucmeR, jun, Filey, Yorks, 
April 13 Ord A 1 


ro AtrRED Motyneux, Leadenhall bidgs 
High Court Pet Marv8 Ord April 14 
Eaury, = weg Wilton villes, Chiswick In, Artist 
High Co: et Mar 13 Ord April 14 
Evans, nse andi +e Georce Dunkiy, Bri 
. ei ad Brighton Pet April 14 Ord 
ri 


Gouperarx, Bake Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet Maker 

m upon Hull Pet April 14 Ond April 14 

GoupstEix, Samuet, Buxton Mile End New Town, 
Baker h Court Pet ‘April 11 Ord April 14 

Harries, “yy Monkton, Pembroke, Grocer Pembroke 

Dock Pet March 30 Ord Aj April 14 

Hotes, Jony Tuomas, Stamford, we Grocer Peter- 


= — avr April 14 itary Beninees April 14 High Co 
OWARD, urt Pet 
March 4 Ord Apr il 14 
Howarp, Henry ia ARLES, Mount Sa a a sq High 
Co Deo 29 Ord April 16 ril 1 
J — 2 Liam Epwanp, Liscard, 
a ge Pet April 13 Ord geil 13 
aie Josern, upon Tees, Blacksmith 
x. &, Pet April 1a Ord April 14 


comme Henny Jerrrry, A venny, Solicitor , ee 
et 


15 Ord April 1 
Kenprick, Grorer De ncan, and Epwarp Evrrarp 
Prestox, Leicester, C€ yee ufacturers 
Leicester Pet March 29 Ord 


Rin oll Leeds, Clerk 


Lap.iey, James Watrer Horatio 
Leeds 


' rm Ey mE 


Quinn, Wessaan, IG, , York, Painter Leeds Pet April 14 
Raryzow, J 

Northampton’ ea, Tat 13 
a — ry 


Szat, 


13 
Wess, Harry Marx, Ramsgate, at, Builder Canter- 
bury Pet April is Ord 
in, Croydon, Stationers 


Wuirs, aL, and Harry 
Pet Aprilis Ord 
Wi: aoe, Yeas, Derby, Bricklayer wi Pet April 13 


Witsox, Rosert Simpson, Kiddermins Siesmeed, 
Victualler Kidderminster pet Apel 2 "Ord A 
“—S bak reetnn Victualler 
April13 


G ORDER RESCINDED. 
Leviz, Ricsasp Natuaniet Avexaxper, Leytonstone, 
Essex High Court Ord Jan 4, 1899 Rese April 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
AspivaLL, Tuomas, South April 27 at 10.15 Court 
h e, Ki street, Wows ties 
May 3at3 Off Rec, 8, 
U, 
eap, Scotch Whisky Blenders 
bidgs, Carey st 
— Warehouzeman 


ouse, 
Baxgrett, Frank ANDREW, 
Middles 
Gerorce Besr & Sons, 
2.30 


April 25 

BgNTLey, ae Rochdale, 

25 at 11.15 Townhall, Roch 

Betts, bin Ipswich, Wholsesale ‘Confectioner April 
26 at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswi 

Browse oon Ra dy Boe April 28 at 11 
17. 


st, Birmingham 
BLENKHARN, Jouy, Nether Staveley, nr Kendal, Farmer 
April 29 at 12 Grosvenor Ho’ te, Kendal 
et te Dasist, Birming Coal Dealer April 27 at 
1 ham 


Byrsox, Right ay FR - Langford Park, nr Maldon, 
= ‘April 26 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
‘em 


Curent, Eowanp, Swinton, Lancs, Contractor April 25 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


om, ws by, ly ~ pal April 2at 11 Of 
8t Mary’s gate, Derby 

Curr, L. Gairriy, ey Draper April25at 11 Off 
Rec, Wolver! Dudley 


Coarrs, Rorerr Cay, Swayihling, Hants, Dairyman 
Maylat315 Off eS ee ton 
am April 26 at 11.30 2%, 


Cro, Dar ~~ aie" Watton » saventer April 29 at 1! 


Coffee Tavern, High st, Watford 
Custis, oe Hewry, Rayleigh, Essex May 3 at 10 
Shirehill, Chelmsford 


Curtis, Heyny, Union st, Borough, Publican April 27 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 


y st 
= ance on Sea. Carman April 


Der, Jonny Epwry, Dorking, apeene Victualler April 25 
at 

Drace, Grorer ALLIBoNE, and Herssnt Dracs, Wilson 
st, ere, ee Manufacturers April 25 at 12 
Bankru Ge Coney st co 

Demo: Witiay, y Mulls, nr Birmingham, Butcher 
‘April 26 11.30 bX ag Bae 

Emery, Tuomas, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Greengrocer April 3 
at12 135, h st, Merthyr 


Ganpwer, Jane Eviz a May 6 


1cToRriA, Bracknell, Be:ks 
Windsor 


at 1030 Herbert & Son, 95, Peascod st, Wi 
Gent, —, Morrsaam, Earisheaton, nr Dewsbury, 
Hearth ufacturer April25at3 Of Rec, 


Bank cumin Batley 

GILBERT, Many, Millom, \—_ © a April 25 

at 11.15 County Court house, White! 

Goupsreix, Saucer, Buxton st. Mile eo New Seam 

Baker April 26at230 Bankruptcy bidzs, Carey 

Graves, Right Hon —— sin Gan Baron, Guidiord 

April 25 at 2.30 ptey 

we, | Gecmionn CHARLES oe «x, Bradford, ~ 5 +e Pro- 
tor April 26 at 11 O1f Reo, 31, Manor row, 


Hic =uar, Joux, Busbury, Staffs, Grocer April £7 at 11 


ff Rec, Wolverhumpton ss? 
we. A E, Cradley He 2 Worvester, Provision 
R Skelding, Auctioneer, 


Howarp, A, i Sanitary Engineer April 25 at 11 
te bldgs, carey st st 
Jonrs, Harry L, I , Carmarthens, Sose April 


25 at 11.15 Off Ree, 4, — st, 
Kay, Danrat, Rochdale, Bookseller Ayril 25 at 1 12 Town- 
R 


Laptey, James Wacrer Horatio Neus x, Leeds, Clerk 
April 26 at 12 Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lees, Cuan.es, Bristol, Master Mariner April 25 at 12 50 
Off Reo, Baldwin st, Bristol 

tena te Laneury, Chelsea April 25at12 Bankruptey 


bidgs, st 
Marrumws, Janes Troxwas, Hoddesdon, Nursery- 
reh: 1], Hertfor 


man April 36 at 2.90 Sho 

Orrier, Tropes, railsford rd, Tulse nal April 3B at 
12 Bankruptey Did, Carey st 

Or.ry, Faroese, Wrexham, Lacensed Victualler Apr 








utcher Exeter Pet April 10. Ord A 113 Ord A 25 at 3 The Priory, Wres Wrexham 
AGE, arg Birminghatn, Seeiees hee” Birming- | Lancaster, James, Nelson, Fe mah Artificial Teeth Maker | Pack, Groner Josey Birmingham. Builder April 36 at 
nm March 7 Burnley Pet April 16 Ord April 15 11 174, Corporation st, —— 
we... ou ES enue ‘Bradford candy Pro- | Nxsnrr, Jon, Neweastle on iryman Neweastle | Parr iy Joux, Redrath, Cornwall, Bateher April 27 at 12 
prietor Bradford Pet April 12 on Tyne Soeane ¢ Ord April 15 Off Reo, Boscawen st, Truro 
wg *? i Bournemouth este: Tt yt 12 Ord —- 0 an, Gotreth, Com utcher ‘Truro Pet —_) Jaurs, Wigan, Grocer April 25 at 10,90 16, 
13 . 
Maryes, Jouy, Mam Mansfield, Bette, Butcher Nottingham Pane, jamm, igan, Grocer Wigan Pet April 14 | PAavys, —_ 2 Oi Res, 6, Ten chmbrs, Teepe st 
peas April 28 a ‘Temple 
Hearn, Bertram OFunee on Trent, Tea Merchant Bur- | Pxvuer, Many Jane, Cardiff Cardiff Pet April1s Ord | Pucxixerox, H L, The Naval and Military Club, 
fon on Trent "Pet April 11. Ord April 11 Apell 13 dilly April at 2.90 Bankruptcy Bldgs, Carey st 
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Pnosiey, Wiiu14m, Petzr Pusey, Joszrn Piwe.ey, jun, 
and James Taytor STATON PiMsuey, Engineers 
April 25 ot 8 16, Wood st, 


ton. ; 
York, Painter April 26 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, 92, Park ro w, Leeds 
Ruopzs, Groras, Kei hiey, York, Stonemason April 26 at 
Root ae Timbconah, Goneedl Agent Moy 12.at 
BINSON, JOHN, y 12a 
” Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
SickLEN, A.trrep Txom Finsiageee, Commercial 
Traveller April 27 at “ia 174, Corporation st, Bir- 
me Wits, and Tuomas Ricuarp §1zER, 
en Hull, Seed Crushers April 23 at 12 
Off House lane, Hull 
Suita, apg  namaaed April 28 at 12 Off Rec, 
Baldwin s 
ages Tomas Wiiizam, Sandwich, Kent, Clothier 
27 at 9.30 OS Roo, 78, Cogito st, Conese ury 
Gintiore A.rrep, South 8 a Ironmonger 
April 25 at 2.80 Of Ree. 14, 1a, Chapel 
wis, Epmunp Jamus, Teakee, G Guocer gg 28 at 


tion st, B 

Tuomas, Rosert, Halifax May pt At 11 Off Rec, Town- 
hal chim Halifax 

T. aan. | Sussex, Miller April 26 at 2 

i Head Hotel, Horsham 

Trimpy, Buza, Clifton, Bristol, Leteins House Keeper 

A at 12.45 Of Ree, Baldwin st, Bristo 

UpaLL, tn JOSEPH, + ae = Staffs, Clothier 
April 26 at 11 Off Rec, W: Walsall 

Wat, Freperick ag a ete Tailor April 26 
ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wane, Geonrce, jun, Hunstanton 8t Edmunds, Norfolk, 
Corn Merchant April 29 at 1 Off Rec, 8 King st, 


lorwich 
Warwick, Wii14m, Bayswater, Engineer April 27 at 12 
Bankrup’ ; ¥ y st 
hee many Marx, Ramsgate, Builder April 27 at 3 
Wison, ARLES Saviper, S'ough, Bucks May 6 at 10 
Herbert & Sons, 95, Peascod st, W: ae 
er s' 





Wix, Frepericx, Tho Shipping Exchange, 
April 27 at 230 Bankruptcy Sides, Carey st 


AJUDICATIONS. 
AsPINALL, zyme, Southport Wigan Pet April1i1 Ord 


as Wiens, petite Wholesale Confectioner Ipswich 
Biogrmain Tuo Biring ‘hs Builder Birmin 

Pet A 8 Ord April ra _ om 

ion. Cuansom 3 Insurance Broker 


worth, 
Pet April 11 ord April 11 
BLackwELt, James SrerueEn, Jalgeers Electrical Engineer 


High Court Pet March 16 Ord April 11 Be "a 
r ming 


Broxnam, Dayret, Birming 
oes eee 
LMER, JAMES, sen, AMES Tory ime, ie Yorke, 
Scarborough Pet A ‘Ord April 


Burr, Lypia, Guess Bloomsbury, * otal + a 
High Court Pet Feb 25° Ord ar 
CarTriey, Tuas Paw L, ‘reson, Seon Brighton Pet 


April 14_ Ord April 14 
Conasnas, tye Swinton, Contractor Salford Pet 
April 8 April 15 
Curr, Joux ms Giri Dudley, Draper Dudley Pet 
13 
Cro.., Dario Hay, + a Inventor St Albans Pet 
April 5 Ord A 
Cvetit, Henry, U: = & Best, Publican High Court 
Pet March 14 Ord April 14 
— eiviuctan. JAMES, oa Chemist 
‘ton on Tees Pet foul 12 Ord A) 
rey Tuomas Jamz en, Draper 
D cox, Mans, Bradford Pet Apel it Ord Ap Brad 
-~s A - 
De 7 — ‘ord Ap il 14 a Buteh 
same ILLIAM, Myivcham, utcher 
Walsall Pet March 17 word 
Evans, Groce, Brixton, Licensed V: ‘ctualler High Court 
Pet 7 bee 2 12 
Evays, TLuiaAM, We — Salop, Baker Madeley 
Pet April10 Ord A: 

Goupsteix, Levy, » a, pon al, Gopinst Maker 
Doren upon 14 April 14 
—, Od Aeit In Blackpool, or Manchester Pet Mar 
Homes, Jous aie Stamford, ies, Grocer Peter- 

h Pet April 14 Ord 
Hoor, Joun Tuomas, Slaithwai 
nddersfield 


York, Ironmonger 


Mar 29 Ord A 
Ja Wiuu1am Epwarp, » Cemetaion 
it Liverpool Pet April 13 13 Onl April 13 


Joussox, Joszru, EH Tees, Blacksmith 
on Tees Pet April 14 id Ord April 14 
Joxzs, Henny Jerrney, ~ tees Solicitor Tredegar 
Pet 5 Ord April 15 


Krxesmax, Tuomas Leon, Si st, Clare Market, 
Publican High Court Pet March 20 Ord April 14 
ees © James WALTER Pan ym | Netson, Leeds, Clerk 


AK. “~~ April 13 

CASTER, ar Burnley, Teeth Maker 
a | he Ord A wet 

mv et age FA Court Pet April 6 


McCormack, Joux, Manchester, Provision Dealer Man- 
chester Pet March 25 Ord April 15 
ey or 9 Hertford, Nursery- 
0 13 
P san aa B«druth. wa! Truro 
wrod Apel is Ord Apel 13” - 


Ramee Somes, Wigeh, Coser Wigan Pet April 14 
Parxixsox, Wii Raw Leeds 

. je poten, ar Leeds Pet 
pr em Cardiff Pet Aprili3 Ord 


Rat sae Mien wig Yandley Hastings, North Morthemgien, Baker 
Ru Northam Keishi Yo in, oleae Bradford 

“Pet’April 12’ Ord Apa 12 we 
Rows ayn, Fenn, Sane High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord 


Sua pean Dean, West Hartle Ironmonger Sun- 
derland Pet t April 18 ier » 


Ord are 13 
Suyrn, _ OHN Heyry, A ‘arwick, Baker Bir- 
ham Pet April10 Ord oot is 
Srusss, Ricnarp Joun, 
Pet March 8 April 13 
Symonps, Henry Esyest, Constantine, Co.nwall, Carpenter 


Truro Pet i115 Ord April 15 
Trim, ALFRED, aa Sussex, Miller Brighton Pet 


April 13 Ord April 18 
Upatt, Francis JOsEpH, Fetnetenl, Staffs, Clothier 
Walsall Pet March 27 


Wane, Grorce, jun, King’s L Fyan, Nort Geen Riera 
isan 30 Pet March 22 Ord 

wae Hat Mane, Teme, Builder Canterbury Pet 

Wine, Vixcesy, Derby, cee, Derby Pet Parser 

WILsox, BERT Simpson, Kid 

er Kidderminster Pet Apel 13 ont Apel 3 

Wixcort, Sziim Avoto, Camberwell a rd, Musician 

High Court Pet-April12 Ord 

Ya.es, Wittiam, Daw Green, Dewsbury, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Dewsbury Pet April 13 April 1 


—, notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of March 28 


Brapsvky, Jou, uxta Siduiecium, Engineer 
Birmingham pot March 34 Ord March 25 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Pywext, Witu1Am Heer, , Den, eae Saddler Derby Adjud 
June 12, 1893 Aneel A 


Bacwatt, Coryerivs, and Jouy ati Ola- 
bury, Worcester, fron F Brome ole: 
Feb 4, 1896 Annul April 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, tt is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 








AW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 
114, CuancEeRY-LAyE, Loxpow, 
pril 10th 1899. 

Notice 1s HEREBY Given that the Annuat GeneRAL 
Meertixa of the Shareholders of the Law Fire Insurance 
Society will be held at the Socrery’s House, gy 
LANE, on Tugspay, the 2xp day of May to elect 
Eight Directors in the room of the like number of tors 
who go out by rotation; to elect Three Auditors in the 
room of the like number who retire ; and for general pur- 
poses, 

The Chair will be taken at One o’clock precisely. 

The Accounts of the Society, with the Auditors’ Report 
upon them, may iby the ers for 14 
days previously to the Annual Meeting, and during one 
month after it. 

mo following Directors retire ¥ rotation, are eligible, 

nd offer themselves for re-election 
JosEpH Percevai Domes Esq. 
Joszpu Aveustus Hexiarp, Eeq. 
Grorce Rooper, 
Frepericx Peake, 
Ocravivs Lezrs, 
Ricuarp Watrer Twi EEDIE£, Esq. 
Romer Witiiams, Esq. 
Ricuarp Mitts, Esq. 

The Auditors retiring are : 
Javes Freperick Burton, Esq. 
Joun Hewry Hortiy, 
Cuan.es Rosert Roperts West, Esq. 
who are eligible, and offer themselves for re-election. 

An Extraordiaary General will also be held at 
the place pomeen g immediately 

- Annual General , to elect two Directors in the 

Lolita ican cad an ator ts pas of A 
an in 

William ‘Senneae Neve, deceased. 

A motion will be made at the Extraordinary General 
Meeting to consider an amendment of the Society’s Deed 
of Settlement (Clause 36 

The Ley for the vacant seats on the Board of 


ward Carleton Holmes, jun., Esq., Edward 
Moberly, Eeq » George Thompson Rs and John 
Edward Wase Esq.; and the for the 
varant Audi is Edmund Francis Blake Church, Esq. 





GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


AW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 
114, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





The TRAN BOOKS be 
CLOBED from the 277Tn Arriz Ry 20TH Sar a... 
By Order of the Board of Directors, 


Nos. 2-9, 
Nos. 1-39 (odd), amd 10-28 (even), Aldeburgh-street, 
‘Woolwich-road 
Nos, 1-24, Heo’ 26, Fearon-street, ochuldi-cend. 
Aldeburgh-street North, 


; 5 nl do. 
ee and 1, 4, and 5, Belle Vue-terrace, Charlton- 


Particulars, es and tie of sale, may be 
obtained ae | he Solicitor, Norwich; at 
the Mart; and items, Bendel Wood & Co, 97, Gres- 
ham-street, London, 





Between = and CHARLTON. 
Im FREEHOLD BUILDING ESTATE. 
and Buildi ulators 


To 
The choice Freehold Estate, known as tcombe, 
a portion of the estates of the late Wi 


Eastern Railway in 20 minutes, about 
Blackhea‘ mad in tive amidst of of a health and highly 
popular comprising a commodious family 
yoaieace, with two lodge entrances, stabliog, charming 
ae ta pea et ae ee ek 
beautifully undulating-pasture land 
Charlton-road with long frontage thereto, to Victoria and 
victa roads, Westcombe-hill, the whole comprising 33 
estate is immediately ripe for rata eng 
and offers exceptional facilities to capitalists for the 
creation of ground-rents, and the demand for middle- 
class houses in this favourite locality assures successful 


Ms RS. BEADEL, WOOD, & CO. will 


SELL b AUCTION at the MART, Tokenhouse 
Bc. UEBSDAY, MAY 16, at ONE 
above vebuaite A SULLDING ESTATE, 


ty a One Lot. 
Cae Tite and conditions of sale, may be 
obtained as in the see advertisement. F 
BLACKHEATH and GREENWICH. 
mS er nage gr ll 


A pbt of f valuable re Freehold sold Building tog 1 ripe cm the 
ee eae Me villa resi resides, te in and 


minutes’ walk of ene gen 





hil Sithin 
i "wi the South-Eastern Railway, and only 20 
minutes’ ‘ride from ad and containing about 


= alt able Prechold Building —s Bite, known as Combe Farm, 
8 
[= f first-class villas and shops, 


situate in and havi a frontage of B00ft. to Westcom! 
hill and engl g ton-road, adjacent to Westcombe- 
fice ng om Ra containing about two acres. Let ona 
A ond of Freehold B Land of about six acres, with 
a fron’ of 1,100ft. to Horn-lane, near the Woolwich- 
let on a yearly tenancy. Suitable for the erec- 
tion of man — 
An important area Freehold Building Land, situate 





acent to the ‘Woesbatisea® send ae the immediate 
— of gg tee: Sendaams poomnen, and containing 
about 26 acres. ‘DEL. Wo 0D, 
ESSRS. BEAD OOD, & CO. will 
SELL by AOtIO”g at oe. Manr, Tokenhouse- 
London, E.9., on TUESDAY, MAY 16, 1999, at 


o’clock “in Four ote "the above valuable 
PRECHOLD pri being a portion of the estate 
the late William 
gat mw Be with plans and 1, of sale, may be 
obtained as above. 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Aba MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of of London, &e. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUN@RL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Corporation Robes oe ces one one Clergy Gowns. 








Tkley, York, Painter Leeds 
Qo sta Ook Apel ie’ oom 





GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Seeretary. 





94, OHANOERY LANE, ‘LONDON. 
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